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ABSTRACT 

^ This study forecasts the probable percentage scores - 

and letter grades that vill be received by various types of academic 
libraries if the collection and staff formulas of the 1975 , 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) Standards for 
College Libraries are used. The projected scores and grades are 
established through the use of information received from a nationwide 
random Sample of libraries that come within the scope of ,the new 
standards. These collection and staff figures are accompanied by 
specific confidence and tolerance levels'. An evaluation of the 
products of these .formulas tends to substantiate the stqdy hypotheses 
which states that ^he new standards are apt to move libraries toirard 
a common level of mediocrity. Modifications needed to make the 
current formulas effective and suggestions for furl!;hex standards* 
research are presented in' the form of conclusions and 
recommendations. The study is based on survey data,' eis well as 
primary and secondary sources. Sixteen tables, a bibliography, and' 
appendixes on the ACRL stifndafds and the survey forms and techniques 
are i^ncluded. (Author) 
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* . * , 

* ✓ "X would sooner tell you how * 

* * 

* many tons the^A^tor Library * 

7 

* weighs , as hojv -many volumes * 

* it contains/' * 

* . ' * 

« —Dr. Joseph G. Cogswell * 

* ' • . * 

* - ' • 1786-1871 <^ * 

* ' . * 



• ABSTRACT 

This study forecasts the probable percentage scores and 
letter grades that will be received by vaj^ious types of academic 
libraries if the Collection and Staff' Formulas of the 1975 ACRl/ 
Standards Jfor^ Co J.lege Libraries are used. The projected scores 
and grades are established through the use of information received 
from a nationwide random ^sample of libraries that come within the 
scope of the new Standard?. These Collection and Staff figures 
are accompanied by specific confidence and tolerance levels. An 
evaluation of the ptoducts of these Formulas tends to substantiate 
the study hypothesis which states that the new Sti^dards are apt 
to move libraries teward a common level of mediocrity. Modifications 

< 

needed to make the current Formulas effective and suggestions for \ 
further Standards* research are presented in the form of. conclusions 
and recommendations. Based on survey data and primary and secondary , 
sources; 16 tables, bibliography, appendix. 
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^ * Chapter 1 

^ * \ 

JNTRODUCTION 

0 

t 

This paper presents a study and evaluation of, the design and 

effectiveness of the two Formulas which comprise the primary portion 

of the Association of Collegef and Research Libraries' (ACRL) new 1975 

* 1 

Standards for Collelie Libraries, The modilications needed to make 
these- formulas workable are presented in the final chapter and are 
baaeci upon the study's findings and conclusions • The research was 

r y 

undertaken because of the author's concern about the possible inade- 
quacy of the portions of the §taiidards that assess collections, and 
staffing. It is quite probable that Ifl^thout the implementation of 
the recot&endations of this study the hew Standards will not paerfsure 
library quality appropriately* 

In 1959 an ACRL Standard? V Committee developed what were 
described by the Committee Chairman as "flexible standards based on 
firm principles." While th4 inexplicit language of the 1959 Standards 
has been somewhat tightened in th6 1975 document, the purpose of the 
Standards remains one of providing "a means for assessing the adequacy 
of college libraries." The 1959 Standards contained general guidelines 
about the reconpended size of a basic collection, the number of books 
per student, and minimum professional staffing. By employing what are 
described as "Formulas" the 1975 (Standards have incorporated a new 
means to produce this evaluatioh of adequacy. Formulas are provided 
for evaluating Collections, Staffs, and Buildings. The two Formulas 

1 



V 

2 



that are ol concern iKthis study (CoUections and Staf|) are'sununarizec, 
below and are presented intheii entirety in Appendix A.- ^ " 

, These Fonnulas need to determine and reflect .librarj.' ^^trengths 
^ and weaknesses , if they are to assess library adequacy! This' study 
hypothesizes that the two Formulas as constructed will not' produce a 
uVeful measure of adequacy and, indeed, may hinder collection and 'j, 
staff building activities of certain libi-aries'.. An examination of 
the staff and collection of Ezra Lehman Memorial Library at Shippensburg 
(Pennsylvania) State College ^n light of the .Standar4s ;eveals some '* 
pos^^ble but probably u«thought of consequences of the Standards, as 
written. Using the Staixdards thil^ar^y scores a grade of A on 
collections but 6nly a grade of C on staffing, intuitively, one senses 
that this Library has a good collection but that it needs' more" librarians. 
This correlation betwe^ intuition and grades seems to legitimate the 
construction of the new measurement device. The basic purpose of the 
Standards is to set minimum comparable standards of a4eq'uacy which 
are to guide academic libraries until about 1990. Such an important 
document cannot be Judged on intuition and first impression, 'it needs 
to be considered more objectively and completely. Using the counting 
and weighting rules in the Standards' staff and Collection Formulas, the ' 
■^Snowing preposterous scenarios for Shippensburg State or for any ' 
library become quite plausible. , 

1) By counting one reel of microfilm as equal to one volume i. ! , 
and five pieces ot other microforms as equal to on^ volume (See For^fiula^ ^ ' 
A), a library which bought the Readex microprint set of United StatL 
Depository Documents for the years 1&56 to 1975 could add. about 75,000 . \ 
"volumes" to its collection count. This,^ plus the ultrai,i1rofi Ae 
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FORMULA A— y 

The formula -for calculalinc the nwmber of relevant print volumes tor microform volume 
•quivalcnts) to which tl\e library should be able to provide prompt aceess.ls as f^ws: 

, • I. Basic Collection A - . ... • ^'T, "l^t 

2. Allowance per FTE Faculty Member vo 7 
l3. Allowance per FTE Student . . . • - y- 

4. Allowance per Underpfaduale Major or Minor Field . . • • • >»*1 vois. 

5. Allowance per Masters Field, When No Higher Degree h Offered in the ^ \ 

6. AlS^nce per MasiVn Field,' When' a HiRher Degree Is Offered in the > 
^ Field* w,wU wois. 

' 7. Allowance per *6lh-year Spedalbt Degtee Field* . - • • "^"^"^^^-^lilS^ 
8. Allowance per pectoral Field* . ....... 2S;Q00^1$. 

^ ^ > — - . unit of ahy p^ 

\i;^j^phed> .or proces^ work contained in ondbii 

^pund. which has Wen cataloged, classified, aVd/.. ^ r , V ^. . 

pdfes of this Vacillation microform holdings should be included by converting them to 
voluipe-eauivafcnts. The number of volume^nivalents held in microform should be de- 
tenhincd\either by actuaLcount or by an averaging formula which considers each reel 
of roirtM^ ai^onc. and five pieces of any othe^ microformat as one volume-eqmvaient. 

LibMriwHi'ch can pigvide promptly 100 percent as mini volumes voj""^^;?!"*^*'?"^^ 
^ arte calledNbr in thisWula. shall, in the mlrttor-^f <iu^tily, be graded A. From 80-99^^ 
percent shaU Wviraded B; iton^S^l^ pcrpent shall be^aded C; and from 50-64 percent 
thaU be graded j5Ss. \\ 

• See Appendix I. -I^^bf^^ields- Ito be published]. 

Formula A on Collections also suggests a gross additions rate 
of '5% per year and permits a library to. count volumes in 
neighboring libraries (defined as those within fifteen minutes) 
with which they have a formal cooperative arrangement. 
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1 ^brarian 
1 librarian 
1 librarian 
1 librarian 



percent of these formula requirements can, when they are 
laff.members, consider themselves at the ^ level in terms of 



FORMULA 

The number of librarians required by the college shall be computed as follows: 

For each 500. or fraction thereof, FTE students up to 10»000 ^ . ^. . 

For each 1,000, or fraction thereof, FTE students above 10.000 . . - ^ • 

For each 100.000 volumes, or fraction thereof, in the collection . . ..^t«. 
For each 5,000 volumes, or fraction thereof, added per year 

Libraries which provide 

supported by sufficient <jfl.-. - — , i , , 

sUff size; those that pr/vide 75^9 percent of these requirements may rate themselves as . 

I B^ose with 55-74 ck^Vcpit^tJ^ quijlify for a C; and those with 40*54 percent 

\ of requirements wanwrtfa D. 

•J , ' > »■ 

^ Formula B on Staffing defines a ''librarian'' as a person possessing 
a Masters* degree from an ALA accredited school. It suggests that 
librarians should make up 25 to 35% of the full-time-equivalent >f* 
staff and permits student assistants to ^e counted in FTE to 
determine the size of the total staff* 
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Library of American Civilization of about 20,00b volumes* could exceed ; 
Formula A's "Basic .Collection" of 85,000 volumes. Such counting could 
/ have at least two possible effects: 

v-7 *• ^* could artificially permit substaiaard collection 

to satisfy at least the letter of the Standards. 

/b. It could a:ct as a deterrent for future funding for 
^ libraries with collections that, under these counting rules, surpass ■ 
Hhfiu.S4ymdards. . 

2) By connecting the Staff pd Collection Standards (See 
Formula B, one librarian for each 5,000 volumes added per year) a J 
fundei^, who has under his oy her control a library which surpasses the 
Collection Standard, could have that library meet the Stjrff Standard " 
\f decreasing the materials budget, thus decreasing the 4^ for several 
, librarians as (jounted by Formula B. in addition, as part time assistants 
•(usually student's) are to be courited .^^^art ^f the full-time-equivalent 
library staff, the non-prod^ssional staff guideline of between two and 
three staff for each librarian could be met exclusively by student 
^aplQjment. 

The following questions about the operations of the. Standards 

come to mind: • - 

'*■ . . ' - 

1) What is the effect of large microfbrm holdings on the 

collection scores^of various libraries? 

2) As the holdings of neighbor libraries may be included in 

, / 

a library's total volume count under certain conditions, what effect 
will this have on flhe sco^^es and grades for collections? 

3) Since hon-print materials are not evaluated by the' Standards, 
what will be the effect ol an application of the Standards to a library 



13 



I 

/ * 5 

t)iat has used much of its collection budget to purchase matexflals in 
forms other than print and has employed j^kay professionals who have ^ < 
Masters level media training rather than a background in library science? 

4) Because staff 'Should-^be adSed only to process volumes, " ' 

who will process rib^^^p^nt materials? 

/ ■ ' 

5) B^ause of the interconnections of collections and staff 
^and the lack of an explicit s^tandard about the need to update the 

collections^ how many libraries^ ivill be place<^ in the position of ^n-» 
creasing their staff scores by. decreasing .their book budget? 

6) For a library that has relied on student employment for \ 
much of its support staff, what will be the effect on library programs 
and efficiency ol- a cut in student employment funds? . 

7) What will be the effect of an enrollment decrease on the 
collection and st^f scores? 

It seems that^^^se questions might only be the tip of the 
problem which is bettei* phrased as follows: Do the Standards provide 
for the type of xeport that is most needed at this time? Should the 
library profession ask for a redrafting based on, perhaps, outputs 
measured in user terms rather than on possibly unconnected or incorrectly 
linked inputs? The problem has developed, of course, because no one 

s enough about the present conditions of the c611ections and staffing 
of college libraries. 

In order to organize an examination of these types of questions, 
this study began with the following three primary objectives: 

* 1) , To determine and report current quantitative information 
about the collections and staffs of the institutions which will come 
under these new Standards* * a 



2) To apply the Formulas on Collection and Staff by- using 
current quantitative information. To present* and examine the percent 
scores and the letter grades produced by the two Formulas, 

3) To determine the effects of sub-elements within the two 
Formulas so as to better understand the operation and impact of the 
Formulas, 

In the filial chapter conclusions about the Collections and 
Staffing portions of the Standards will be drawn from the Findings 
based on thai. study's objectives^ From these conclusions will come a 
set of reeoSendations and needed improvements for sections of the 
Standards' Formulas. These modifications are necessary if the Stan- 
dard3 are to accomplish their goal of "assessing the adequacy of 
college libraries" based on "the specific objectives and programs of 
the institution that (the library) serves." * 



REFERENCES [ 



^Throughout this paper the reference will be to the ACRL Ad 
Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards, "Draft: Stamiar4s for 
College Libraries; 1975 Revision/' CRL News December 1974, pages 284- 
305. Thisr-Draft, with minor stylistic revisions, was approved by the 
ACRL Board of Directors on July 3, 1975. The "1959 Standards" were 
rescinded. A copy of the Standards is enclosed as Appendix A. 

/ 

2 

The commentary on Standard 2 does note an annual gross growth 
rate before, withdrawals of five percent is usually necessary. This , 
statement, however, is not in the Standards portion of the document. 

■ ■ - . , 
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Chapter 2 

\ 



STANDARDS; -A BRIEF HISTORY 



INTRODUCTION 



The basic assumptioillf that imderlie .the 1975 College Library 

* ^ - T' 

Standards are' as follows: 

1) ' Standards are necelssary and feasible. ^ 

2) Good^ quality is not possible .without ceriain miniium 
quantities of collections, staff, and physical facilities. 

3) A single set ox Standards cannot be made to fit the entire 
range of higher education. 

4) Even within a homogeneous group of institutions, quantit^a- 
tlve variation of Standards is needed to acknowledge different sizes^ 
teaching philosoj)hies, and goals if the individual librai^ies are to.lbe, 
compared to a single grading system. 

5) Standards slxouXd be written so as^to' rem^n' effective for 

at least fifteen years. - * i * 

» "* * 

An understanding ^of the'Umpact of the quantitative pdrtions of 

* ^\ 

the Standards that are concerned With Collections and Staffing requires 

an examination of these standards within an historical context. A 

cursoiy reading of llbrsiry literature soon reveals the cyclical nature 

of t^e discipline. Proposals^ of 1940| foj: example, reftppear as new 

ideas a quarter of a^centiu^ later. « One of the most striking examples 

of. this phenomena is illustrated By the simil£irities 'between a library 

evaluation plan advanced by Louis Shores in 194l\^d the ClapprJordan 

. 8 
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reactions ^o the 1959 Standards which were presented in 1965 • • Both 
Shores and Clapp-Jordan advocated similar quantification approaches to 
evaluation that took into account the interrelated factors of user 
needs and literature requirements^.' The following section explores, ' 
in soiae detail, this reoccurrlng history which is the antecedent of 
the 1975 College Library Standards. ✓ 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS 

The history of Standards is marked by periodic shifts between 
quantitative and qualitative philosophies. ComplicaSin/ this picture 
is the fact that these Standards have been promulgated by three inde-» 
pendent groups: The American Library Association, the regional accredit- 
ing agencies, and the Carnegie Commission.* Each adopted or proposed 
set of Standards for College Libraries is' either a reaction against 



its predecessor, a compromise position between the previous Stan^ 




anc| a later disavowal of its log^c, an outcome of economic necessity, 
or a combination of some of these points. 

V 

^ — This look at the historical contexts of the Standards, doctbnents 

f 

will permit the reader to better understand this repetitive his|ary 

while comprehending the reasoning behind the wide acceptance of the 

assumptions that underly the 1975 Draftj as listed above. The documents 

which make up the major portion of this history are the following: \ 

American Library Association. Committee on Classification of 
Library Personnel. Budgets, Classification and Cpmpensation 
Plans for University and College Libraries" Chicago: 
^ 1929 cited , as Budgets . ^ 

The Carnegie Corporation. Advisory Group on College Libraries^ 
College Library Standards . New York: The Commission, 1932 cited 
as Cai^negie Standards . 
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American Librkry Association. Salaries, Staff and Tenure Boards, 
Subcommittee on Budgets, Compensation and Schemes of Services 
for Libraries Connected with Universities, Colleges, and Teacher 
Training Institutions. . Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries 
In Institutions of Higher Education. Volume 2; Degree-Conf ering 
Four Year Institutions . Chicago: ALA, 1943 cited as Classifica - 
tion and Pay P lans. ^ ] 

' "~ z — I 

Association of College and Research Librarie:^. Committee on 
Standards. , "Standards for C ollege Libraries," College ^nd 
Research Libraries , 20:274-280, July, 1959, cited as 19]59 
' Standards. 

\ $ 

ACRL Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the .1959 Stand^dsl .*^raft: 
* Standards for College Libraries; 1975 Revision," CRL n4w s, 
35:284-305, December, 1974 cited as, 1975 Standards. 

1929; A quantitative approach 

In 1929, after two ye^s of study, the American Ubrary Associa- 
tion accepted the report of the Committee on Classification of LiWary 
Personnel. This paper, known as Budgets , dealt with the proper n^es of 
qualified professional library personnel. Using the constant base of 
dolliars, the plan described eight classes of ins^tutions as define^d by 
total available budget. For each class, guideline dollar figures for . 



all types of library expenditures were provided. As Helen Brown wrote 

later: "there was no squeamishness here regarding the use of quantitative 
3 I 

.standards." Throughout thd entire history of library Standards it seems 
that base figures for quantification have been developed through an 
ex^nation and imitation of wliat was current jiractice at the time. 

1932; The accreditation agencies, the Carnegie Commission, and a measure 
of quality \ ' " — 

While the American Library Association was struggling with 

Standards for academic libraries, a parallel development was underway. 

In 1932, after three years of investigatJLon based on current statistics, 

a Tecommended lH.at of books (The "Shaw List"),^ and after personal visits 

by ispmmitteq^ members to yarious libraries, the Advisory Gr6up on College 
V 
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^ \ Libraries of the Carnegie Corporation issued general qualitative Stan- 
dards. These Standards consisted of twenty-on6 points vhich stressed 
"quality of both books an^staff and. . .service of the college library 
to college teaching and to individual reading by students." Quality 
was based on the Shaw List and on the integration of the I'^Wary into 



V 



the overall educational program of the college. No quantitative measures 



were attempted.' 

Regional accrediting agenq^es quickly followed with Standards 
bas^ on the Carnegie Commission document aid philosophy. Prior to 
the 1930* s Standards for accreditation had requirea ohly a professionally 
administ<tt?edr^ library ^of at least 8,000 volumes and an annual expenditure 
of $5 per student. After 1934, the measure of an academic library had 
shifted to a qualitative approach*. 

In 194i Louis Shores, whil^ summing up the basic arguments 
about-^^pes ^of Standards then present, highlighted four bdsic areas 
of disagreement in the philosophy of measurement of libraries. 

Quantitative v. qualitative standjaards. 

Too high (what, should be) v. too lo^ (Minimum progjram). 

Too detailed v. too general. > 

Library profession as a sciencV v.. the profession as an art.^ ^ 

1943; Th^ ALA and a return to minimum ;^uantities 

In 1943, the revised Classif j:C^tion and Pay Plans for various 

> 

types of academic institutlojas chained the approach to totaling demands 
on the academic library. Instead. o^f considering the total enrollment 
as the 1929 Standards had, the new Plans recognized different types pf 
users (imdergraduates, honor students, graduate students,^ etc. ) as having 
different library needs. Frpm this information and from other factors, 
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a "weighted service load" expressed ia service units" was developed 
for each library. Included were number, salary, and qualifications of 
the staff; size of the book collection; annual book budget; and hours 
of use. Throughout the work the Comlttee continually emphasized that 
these guidelines represented ^minimum figures, not an optimum size. 
This servi<ie load approach classed institutions by the service units 
that they required. With this basic inf5rmati*on, formulas were de- 
veloped to aetermine staff complement, individual' salary, book collection 
size, and general budget requirements. For college libraries^ the 
minimum book ^collection was to be fifty books for the first 800 service 
tmits with decreasing .unit 'requirements based on a sliding sQale of 
user needs. Ilia no c&se, however, was the collection to fall belpw 
40,000 volumes! These figures, like the salary classifications, wer|f 
based on a study of current conditions in thirty-nine cooperating . 
libraries. In application however, some librarians found that these 
Plans did not allow foir »11 types of Instances. Furthermore, the 
Standards were tnou^ht to be much too -h;Lgh to ever be attained. 
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Rivalry between quantity and quality; a prelude to 1959 

The contrpversy around construction of Standards emanated 
^essentially from* ^e question:, "^i?w to measure what?" This problem 
was (and is) furtHer confused by the lack of uniform statistical re- 
porting definitions and mechanisms (for example: What is a "volume?") 
and by a lack of agreement about what mefthod of reporting wil^L give 
the most accurate reflection of the Insjbitution's capabilities* 
(Should one' count volumes, ^or'titles, 6t intellectual units?). - 

The "quality camp" continued to deride. the*cohcept that size 
can in some way be equated to library output. Consi%e1r these. comments: 

21 * '■ 
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Scholars were no longer content to be told that one library was ^ 
larger than another; they also wanted to know something about 
its collections and service programs. (1951) 

While a library containing several million volumes. ^has unques- 
tioned merit, its mere size is not positive proof ot competence* 
(1964)6 

There ds, however, no known evidence to xiemonstrate tj^at size 
is correlated to quality or service in anyway, (1966) 

The temptation to quantif y/should be- avoided, as should formulas 
for size of new lilJraries or the number of volumes per curricula. 
Iii the long run this kind of standard will not produce good ' 
libraries. (1966) / 

This "temptation to quantify," however, could not be. avoided. 

N 

Accrediting agencies, especially^.during' the 1940' s, moved from the 
quality to the quantity approach. Now they again looked and counted*. 
Noyman Burns, writing in the 1949 volume of College and Researc h Ubraries 
wondered if it were not of primary importance that the library had the 
material to support the curriculum and that this material would be 
used.^ In a reference to accrediting agencies, he suggested that accredi- 
tation needed to begin with the objectives of an ins.titution and then 
evaluate all of its aspects within these goals.. This was little different 
from B. P. McQrum's work of the early 1930 '.s which' implied that the 

highest standard for a college library was a qualitative measure of its 

, •'•■>»■■ • 10 

' impact upon the college's educational program. 

1959: A combinatioin of minimum quantity and quality 

^ ; — '. 

H At theVALA Confference in Kansas City in 1957, the ACRL Committee 

on Standards was assigned the task of replacing the old Classifidation 
aijStPay Plans . The. 1959 College Library Standards, the first such . 
compi-ebensive evaluation document for academic libraries ever issued 

■ -by ALA, was the outcome of this work. These .Standards were designed to 
be. understandable by anyone while being brief enough* t^b© used by. busy 

' ■ • 1?::? 
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administrators. They were to "present flexible standards based on f^jm 
principles/' This guidance was designed to reduce inequities which had 
resulted from either geographical differences or from college mission 
variations. One standard was to be laid down lot all academic. libraries 
regardless of program. Quantitative data were included only to reach a ^ 
minimum rather than an optimum size and then only in .what 1959 Standards 
Committee Chairman Hirsch described as the "essential areas" of pro- 
fessional staff, book collection size, and seating capacity, Th^ 
Standards emphasized "the inescapable relationship between enrollment 
and size of collections, "^^ i 

' » The accrediting agencies seemed to accept the 1959 Standards 
because they 'presented clear and succinct value statements. The 
agencies, indeed again, had changed the focus of their emphasis and 
were now interested in meeting self -set goals within a qualitative 
framework. Thus the 1959 Standards had presumably moved to the quality* 
approach but in doing so they took along such quantitaKfve residues as 
a, defined minimum size (50,000 well selected volumes lot the first 600 
students), an optimum collection size of api^roximately ,3pO,odo volumes, 
and the number of volumes needed based on a per student basis. 

The question well raised recently by Daniel Gore is appropriate. 
Just what are the research findings or rationale that support the choice 
of minimum f igures?^^ In 1959 it was fairly easy to visualize the need ' 
for three professional librarians (a chief librarian and heads of public 
services and technical processes). It is most interesting to note that 
the. basic collection oi a college in 1958 was established as 40,000 

volumes ttie same *f igure advanced as appropriate in 1943, In 1959, one 

13 

year later, this minimum had mysteriously grown, to 50,000 volumes. 
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The 1959 Standards were conceived as a statement of needs 
during a ^riod of unprecedented growth. By 1965 the climate of 
opinion had shifted a^d questions were being raised about the adequacy 
of the formulas used to determine the quantitative aspects of the 
Standards. Verner Clapp apd Robert Jordan developed new formulas for 
estimating the collection sizes required for minimum .adequacy of college 
libraries. Feeling that if quantitative standards were not provided 
then budget and appropriating authorities, would *e forced to invent 
them, the authors saw the quantitative side of the 1959 Standards as 
necessary, but as inadequateljr^nceived. The development of a formula 
to measure minimum collection size, required an analysis of the "combined 
effect of the variables constituting the controlling factors' in each 
case. Among the most important of these ^werej:' ' ' 

student body size and composition. 

faculty size. 

the curriculum and levels of instruction. i 
the methods of instruction, 
proximity to large librariel."^* 

While not perfect, the Clapp- Jordan, formulas attempted to 
Identify core literature requirements arid to relate them to user needs. 

# 

1968; Questioning quantification as a measurement device 

In 1968 an ad hoc committee of ACRL began a revision of the 
1959 Standards, but in June 1971 the new "Guidelines for College 
Libraries" were' rejected by the ACRL. membership largely because of the 
absence of quantitative standards. Helen Brown (a member of the 1959- 
Standards Committee) wrote that the "disavowal of any quantitative data 



base m^st lead a non-librarian to the conclusion that none in fact 
exists." Brown described the 1929 Budgets document of the ALA as bom 
of economic necessity. The centrality of the library in the educational 
process is now well established, she noted, and the new economic crisis 

"creates an emergency situation for colleges and their libraries in 

\ 

which authoritative minimal standards of library practice and support 

..15 

are again indispensable. 

1975; A revision of earlier quantification formulas 

Iron this milieu come the 1975 Revised Standards. The same 
questions are present today as were extant in 1941 when Louis Shores^ 
outlined the basi<( arguments in Standards construction. The 1975, 
Standards appear to~brthe 1959 Standards with a. distinct "Clapp-Jordan' 
influence. Added to the 1959 document are: 1) acknowledgement of the 
.differing needs of various types- of institutions and their usets; 2) 
the recognition of the val-idity of microforms^ and 3) notice of the ^ 
effect of the geographical placement of the college on the library 

support provided. ^ ,ij • . 

Certain basic assumptions are present in the l'"975 Standards. 

The Committee's working papers outline the following: 

\ ) >\ 

1) that library standards are needed by the higher education 

ccMiimunity and are possible to develop; 

2) that although sound programs of college libi'ary service 
must be based upon quality, good quality is n6t possible without 
certain requisite quai!titi4s of materials, staff members, and physical 

facilities; , 

3) that a single set of standards cannot be made to apply use- 
fully to the entire range of higher education. institutions; 



4) that even within the relative liomogeneity of institutions 
offering baccalaureate and masters level work, quantitative variation 
is mandated in any set of standards by institutional uniquenesses and 
idiosyncracies ;' 

- 5) that even in today's rapi^y changing higher education 

V 

environment it should be possible to prepare standards that will serve 
for a minimum of fifteen years; 

c 

6) that the present draft should therefore ^accommodate antici- 
pated environmental changes of a political, economic, technical, socjlal, 
and peciagoglcal nature. * ' • 

These assumptions imply that library outputs can onlybe^Ktiaasiired 
at this time by an enumeration of minimal quantified inputs and that ' ^ 
Standards can only bring together and concentrate the aggregrate ex- 
perience and judgment of* the academic library profession. In other 
words, ^Standards must continue to be experience based. This also 
implies that a rating of superior or excellent cannot be gj^ven because 
onljy "minimually adequate" staff, collections^ and physical facilities 
can be determined. This further means that Standards should be adopted 
now so as to serve until about 1990 instead of undertaking research that . 
-would permit mpre effective measuremei# not of incomplete, selected in- 
puts but of quantified outputs or other more appropriate measures, 

A further problem in accepting this type of input Standard is. 
that definitions for minimum figures and for formulas for the develop- 
ment of lists of homogeneous institutions can all be extracted from 
"current" practice as defined by the 1969 and 1971 U.S. Office of 
Education Library Statistics; that is, from dat^ already five 'years 
old.' It is further expected that these out-of-date estimates will not 



3erve adequately as the base for decisions made about libraries until 
febout 1990. 



AnothQ|ftft^ssumption is that the correction factors of the 

i 

"Clapp- Jordan" variety Which are used in the 1975 Standards, work 
correctly. However, no test run pf the Standards and their grading 
scales has even been attempted. 



SUMMARY 

The attempt in the 1975 Standards to identify a minimum 
quantified base that will predict a required potential for quality 
appears to be but another variation in the continiliing history of 
College Library Standards. The procedures xor qu^tification appear 
to be an accidents of library history and available statistics. The 

Hoc Committee on Standards has placed quantity in a one way rela- 
tionship to quality: 



Quality and quantity are separable only in theory; it is 
possible to have quantity without quality; it is not possible 
to have quality without .quanj^i^ty defined in relation to the 
purposes of the institution. . 

In the 1975 Standards the implied purposes of the measurements 
appear to be threefold: ^ 

1) Provide a needed precise definition of the quality base for 
a library's collection and staff. _ ' 

2) By weighing the requirements in the Formulas, permit 
institutions of different types with diff erent^^mig^i^^ns to be able 
to compare scores on the Staff and Collection Standards.- 

3) Encourage library, funders to* increase the quantity, (thji? 
quality) of their libraries' staff s and collection. 

It is the purpose of this study to examine the effect of two 



i 



of the underlying quantitative Formulas of the 1975 Standards. Instead 
of using the out-dated statistics on libraries from the USDE as the 
data base, this study will attempt to project logical future develop- 
ments of staffs and collections based on the counting rules of the 1975 
Standards on collections and staffing. It will use current information ' 
as developed through a nationwide random sample. In short, it will 
determine whether or not the two 1975 Standards' Formulas will accurately 
represent, minimum quantities of staff and collections. The basic hypothesi 
A this study is' that these formulas are inadequate and poorly designed.- 
)The study will suggest modifications that might be made advantageously 

. to the Standards before they become entrenched in the minds of academic 

^ ' 1 

librarians. 
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Chapter 3 
THE STUDY OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS 
IHE PROBLEM ^ 

The development oi college library standards illustrates the 
historical dependence ot various previous Standards Committees on the 
accidents of. library history^ In almost every case only past practice 
was analyzed by these Committees as a chai^t for the futxire. In earlier 
documents, Jiowever, the assumptions made anS the counting rules followed 
did not seem to lead to a potenAal leveling of college libraries. In 
the case 6f the 1975 Revised Standards it appears likely that the Formu- 
las for Collections and Staffing will have an adverse effect on the pro- 
grams of college libraries • , , ^ 

Before the new Standards are accepted professionals need to be 
able to project apcurately the effects that these new Standards will 
have so tbat they can judge the applicability of the Standards to their 
needs. The problems may be stated as follows: 1) What totals for colleo- 
tions and staff will be produced by the new Standards? . 2) Will these 
totals be higher or lower than expected? 3) Will certain types or groups 
of institutions score significantly higher or lower than the average on 
the Standards related to collections and/or staffing? 4) What effect 
will certain changes (such as a decrease in student enrollment) have on 
library development activities? 5) Do certain portions of the Formulas' 
(such as the impact of "neighboring libraries"«M^w_libi;ary grades so 

21 . 
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as to produce meaningless scales? The 1975 Document could be a tool tj 

extol a college's resources or it^^uld be part of a legitimate justif J.-^ . 

cation designed to improve recogni^zed weaknesses. These uses are possible 

< * • • * 

however only if the report developed by the Standards presents an accurate 

I • ' • • . f ; ^ 

profile of the college library. ' 

• • *' ' • . 

The internal tradeoffs made ty the Ad Hoc Committee in the 

development of the Standards are not ojf co^jem in this study. From 

the funder*s view, Standards, once accepted, exist only in ^j^e reports 

that they generate. For this' reason it is desirable that professionals 

forecast and examine potential reports to determine whel^ier or not they 

will accurately represent present library needs. 

Using "Formula A" (Collections) and "Formula B" (Staff) it is 

conceivable that many ij^brarifes measured would meet or surpass the- 

^€ 

Standard lor Collections but would fall short of the Stan'dard for Staff, 

" it 

If this is true, it could put a librarian in the position of having to s 
ask: "We have eijough materials; provide us with the staff Lo help patrons 
use thesfe reso"rces." A hard-pressed f under could counter by observing 
the "oversupply" of materials and decrease the materials' budget so as 
f to "free more staff" to meet the needs of the library's patrons. The 

• -* ♦ * 

commentary on the Standard on CollectJj^ns notes that an annual growth 
rate of* five percent is usually needed to maintain the "requisite utility" 
of a collection, but that qommentary is .not part of the p6rtion of the^ 
* Standards that a funde^is likely to read, , ^ 

Two' basic problems^ are operable simultaneously: First, no current 
basic descriptive statistical information is available about college 
libraries. The last published United States Office of Education (USOE) 
library statistics that are in the hands ^f the profession are those 
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which reflect Fall, 1971 data.^ The Library Surveys Branch ot USOE 



is currently processing questionnaires whi4:h report Fall 1973 data, but 
even in preliminary form this information will not be available until 
the Fall of 1975 > To further complicate the problem, not all of the 
pieces of information needed to complete the Formulas in the new Stan** 
dards for Collection tod Staff are available from the USOE published 
statistics* 

The second problem is that while the Standards Committee did 
attempt tc/ work through portions of the formulas u^ing. information that 

reflected the condition of college libraries in the Fa^Ll of 1971, no one, 

* • 

to date, has attempted to apply the total Formulas sug^est^d for Collections 
and Staff .'^o the present status of libraries so as to determine the po- 
tential positive and negative effects of the Standards. 

7 

THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
This study h^s three oti'Jectives: ^ 

1) To collect and present a national, current ra^om sainple of 
collection and staff information with stated confidence levels so that 
any.litirari^ may compare his/lier institution with either a national 
score of*.all types^of college libraries or with the score of a library 
with similar institutional characteristics. 

2) To use Collection and Staff Formulas to rate the institutions 
in the sample. Through this use of the Standards library professionals 

. will have a preview of operational problems of the Standyds and probable 
ratings developed by the Standards. ^ 

3) To change various inputs (for example: ^o simulate a decrease 
in enrollment) so that library .professionals will be able to observe 
the effect of the counting and weighting rules which are part of the 
formulas. 
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With the information developed by this study, modifications to 
the Standards will be recommended, 

. THE HYPOTHESIS OF'THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE 

, When considering the Formulas for Collections and Staff, it 

is difficult tp determine the hypothesis bf the Ad Hoc Committee. 

Neither the Committee report nor its working papers describe jtow the 

m ■ 

grading system for these two formulas was developed. It is interesting 
that even though a grading system was introduced, it does not grade 
degrees of excellence but, rather, degrees of below minimum adequacy. 
(A. library that is minimally adequate is given a grade of A or 100 
percent.) If the Ad Hoc Committee thought Jhat it was using its grades 
to overlie and describe ^ normal distribution of scores, then the 
following expected number of libraries for each grade could be fore- 
cast« See Table 3.1. 

For both Formulas the expected number of libraries that will 
receive each grade can be determined by using the Empirical Hule of 
statistics. Letter grade C, which is equal .to -1 standard deviation 
of approximately 68 percent of the cases, is multiplied by the number 
of schools to which the standards apply. (The number of schools in the 
Caraegld Cpmmission list, the listing to schools to which the Standards 
apply, is 1,1'?2)\ Letter grades B and D should each receive approximately 
13.5 percent of the cases while letter grades A ^d E should be equal 
to about 2.5 percent of the cases each. Thus the probability of- re« 
ceiving either a grade of A or B is 2.5 percent plus 13.5 percent or - 
a probability of .16. Unexplained in .the Standards' Formulas are poten-^ 
tlal scores that fall between two grades such as a score of 99\5 percent. 



Table 3,1 

The Committee*^ Expected Distribution of Grades 



Percent^ Expected Number ot Libraries .If 

Requiit^" Carnegie Classifipatton Is Used. 

Grade for Gr^^ Total Number Equals 1, 172, (yote 1) 





Foraula A— Collections 


1 




A 
A 


±\J%J/0 


9Q ^ 


/ 


t> 
D 




100 • ^ 




C 


at;, htk 


79o«9 




D 


r 






E (Note 2) 


if' , 


29.3 


•9 


A •' 


:rFormula B — Staff ing* 

^ coo% • 


(. 

29.3 




B 




158.2 




f 

c 


55-J4 


796.9 




D 




158.2 




E 


< 40 


29.3 





Note 1: See discussion of ^Carnegie Classification below^ page 31ff* 

Note 2: The Standards stoj^ ^li^l^^h grade of D but as the percentage is not 
zero for li^ a *grade of E i^Lmplied, 
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It is obvious that the Committee hypothesized that libraries would score 
lower on the Staff jformula than on the formula for Collections otherwise 
the required percentages for each grade woruld have' been the same. 

THE STUDY HYPOTHESIS * ' 

The hypothesis of this study is as follows: 

The 1975 Revised Standard^ will have a leveling effect on 
•academic libraries; that is, they will bring some libraries 
up to the minimum (albeit perhaps artificially) while suppres- 
sing the collection and staff development activities of many 
libi^aries. * 

Tp swport the investigation of the hypothesis, this study 
began with two working hypotheses: / 

1) Btost (more than seventy percent) of the academic libraries 

which fall tinder the scope these Standards will meet or surpass (that 

** ft 

Is, obtain an A or B rating) the Standard on Colleptions (Standard num- 
ber 21). ' 

2) Most "(more than seventy percent) of the academic libraries 
which fall under the scope of these Standards will Jail to adequately 
aeet (that is, obtain a C rating or lower) the Standard on Staff (Stan- 

* 

dard number 4). ' . 

ft 

Expressing the hypotheses ais binomial problems reduces the com- 
plexity of the tests. By using the expected score distributions of the 
•Ck>mmittee as developed in Table 3*1 and by expressing "success" as the 
achieving of a grade of A or B, the two competi^ig hypotheses for each 
formula may be expressed as follows: 

Committee ; 

1) The expected probability of * an individual li^^ry's 
success on the Collection Formula equals .16. 



2) The expected probability of an individual library's 
success on the Staff Formula equals .16. 
Study ; 

1) The expected probability of an individual library 
success on the Collection Standard is greater than or equal tp .70. 

' 2) The expected probability of an individual library's 
success on the Staff Standard is less than or equal to .30. 

.y . " SUMMARY 

The differences between the- hsrpotheses of the study and those 
of the Committee permit a test to determine which hjrliothesis more 
accurately predicts the effecta of the Standards Formulas. The next 
section of this paper will describe th^ methodology used tg conduct 
that test. 
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Chapter 4 
METHODOLOGY 
STUDY DESIGN 

While many previous Standards documents exist, none seem to 
be based on an objective task or mission analysis nor are they 
supported by a rigorous statistical study. Instead, the quantified 
portions seem, like Topsy, to "jes' grow." The statistical work 
that does underpin the 1975 Revised Standards is open to question. 
For a more complete review of the Committee's statistical efforts 
see Appendix B. 

In order to look at thd potential impact of the 1975 Revised 

Standards, this study Has, as its llrdt requirement, a definition 

' and investigation of the total population to which these Standards 

shall apply. Using the Carnegie Commission's Classification of - 

Institutions of Higher Education as the definitive list of the entire 

population, it was determined that eight strata existed within the 

group as a whole. 6ee Page 31 below foi* an identification of strata). 

The standard deviation and the mean of the numbers of volumes 

In the book collections (as of 1971) for several sub-groups had been 

1 

published by the Ad Hoc Committee in their working papers. Knowing 
something about the variability among strata and being able to identify 
each member of the total population greatly simplified the sampling 
procedures. With an economic limitation of not more than 500 sample 
points, and with the fairly stable intrastratum variability, it was 

29 
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decided to sample all members in stratum with a total population of 
less than thirty while sampling 38 percent of those strata that had 
thirty or more membeijs. With this technique it was estimated that 
the final returns for each stratum would equal fifteen percent of 
the population. In all cases this figure was exceeded* ^ (See Tables 
4.2 and 4.3). 

The survey was conducted between March and May, 1975. The 

^ 

464 questionnaires requested information that would (1) permit the 

use of Standard Two — Collections (2) would permit the use of Standard 

Four — Staff and (3) would supply information on environmental factors 

such as anAual Collection growth rate and total library budget so that 

various future conditions could be examined. The response rate, after 

the original request and one follow-up request ^ was approximately 58 

I 

percent. Answers to 254 usable responses were key punched on IBM cards 

and tabulated by means of a computer program. This tabulation provided 

information about the scores of each institution and then projected the 

impact of Formulas* sub-elements. The validity of the sample was\ 

ascertained by matching the known figures for 1971 for the entire 

population with the same information produced by the sample. For all 

strata the sample cpnslsting of returns only was found significant 

(that is, it represented the total population) at the .05 level. 

The information from the computer ^^ulation^ is reported in 

Chapter 5: Findings. Using this information the study reports, on the 

objectives of the study: (1) the presentation iOf a national ^sample for 

« * 

comparative use (2) the identification of the expected groupings of 
scores tising the proposed Standards and (3) the impact of F<^^ulas' 
sub-elements. The presentation of the latter two objectives raises 
%luestions for further research, 

3d 
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THE SURVEY'I'OPULATION 

. ■ . ■ • c • 

As is described in the Introduction to the Standards, the 
Committee meant for th«t Standards to assess "the adequacy of libraries^ 
serving liberal arts programs at the bachelor and masters degree levels." 
The Committee notes that "they may be applied also to libraries serving 
tiniversities which grant fewer than ten do^oral degrees per year."^ ^ 
The decision to accept the Carnegie Classificatfan of Instl^tutions as 
the list of institutions homogeneous enough for Standards application 
was apparently not reached f rivciLously. In a working paper -entitled 
"Typology of Institutions of Higher Education" Cojmaittee member James 
Pirie looked at several classif icatory schemes and recommended the use 
ol portions of the Carnegie listing which grouped schools within the 
Committee's ar^a of interest. Pirie found that "the categories as 
given are definitive in the sense that they differentiate boldly among 
the alj|post dizzying variety of colleges endemic to the scene of American 
education. The distinctions made in the Carnegie Commission's classif i- 
cktion are sufliciently comprehensive and precise to form a valid and 
indeed imaginative framework for our purposes. 

</ 

Specifically; tbeXportions of the Caamegie listing, chosen 

were: \/ 

1> Cj^fiprehensive Universities and Colleges I (CUC)- This type 
of institution had a liberal arts program base but usually offered other 
programs^ . All had twp professional or occupational programs and offered 
degrees through the Masters, level buywith little or no doctoral work. 
The 1970 enrollment was at least 2,000."* 

* 2) Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II. This list 
includisd many state colleges and others which had a liberal arts base 

40 ' ' ' 
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byt also had on^ professional program. Again few programs above the 
masters level were in evidence. Enrollment cutoffs for public funde4 
schools was 1;000 and private was 1,500. 

3) ^beral Arts Colleges I (LAC). These college s scored 5 or 
above on Austin's selectivity-index or were included among 200 leading 
baccalaureate granting institutions in terms ol numbers of their gradu- 
ates receiving PhD's at 40 leading doctoral-granting institutions from 
1920 to 1966. The, criteria here was essentially a strong liberal arts 
program. 

4) Liberal Arts Colleges II. Included all other four year liberal 
arts colleges not included in the above criteria. 

^The totals number of schools listed within these criteria by* 
the Carnegie Corporation is shown in Table 4.1 below: 

Table 4.1 

Ntimber of Schools in Each Carnegie Commission Grouping 



Type of Institution 




Number of 


Institutions 


Comprehensive Universities 


\ 

and Colleges 


Public 1 Private 


Total 


V ^ , 


Group I 
Group II 


/ ! • 

223 
85 


98 
47 


'•321 
132 ^ 




Total 


308 


145 


453 / 


Liberal Arts'- Colleges 


* 

* 








« ft 


Group I 
Group II 


■ 2 
26 


144 

547 

f 


146 
573 




» Total 

♦ 


i. 

28 


691 


71^ 

t 


? . ■. 


Grand Total ' 


, 336 


836 


1172 



4X 
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For purposes ot this study, the Caiiiegie Corporation Classifica- 
tion provided a complete listing of the total possible popuration. The 
institutions within the Carnegie document are listed by type (for e:^ple: 

Liberal Arts Colleges, I), are subdivided by type of control (Public or* 

« 

Private), and are then listed by state* 

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 

In oirder to minimize the number of non-responses so as to 

provide a more reliable survey it was decided to use a one page in- 
« 

strument accompanied by an explanatory covering letter. Copies of J 
the instrument and the letter are included in Appendix C. A self- . 
addressed, stamped envelope was provided for the return of the ^ 
questionnaire, Tp encourage librarians to respond, the coverilig 
letter promised t^at if, the raw data were submitted to the study, then 
the investigator, '-as a by product of his research, would forward to 
the cooperating librarians a tabulation of their score on the* Staff 
and Collection Stand^ds. In addition^ each librarian was told that 
he would* also be provided with a description of his library's rank 
, When it was compared to a national sample of schools similar to his. 
The due' date for return of the questionnaires was set sis April 2, 1975, 
about one month after the original mailing. A week later (April 7, 1975) 
a follow-up letter was sent to all schools, that had as yet not* responded. 
A copy of this follow-up letter is included in Appendix C. To encourage 
"response to the follow-up librarians were asked to ohly fill out the 
portions of the 'questionnaire that related to users, staff, support, 
and other libraries (Questions J throug^'V). The United States Office 
of Education'"(USOE) ^59 stated that^'t wpuld attempt to provide missing 
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data for questions A through I (Dat^ was to be for 1973). Seven 
librarians responded to the follow-up in' this manner, but most 
respondents lnc^|Uded data for all questions. 

. The questionnaire sought- to find information that was necessarV 

• to apply the Standards on Staff and Collections to the library completing 
the survey. Also included was a question on the percent of institution 

• budget available for library support.. This question was included to 
determine applicability of Standard 8, Budget, and particularly the . _ 
statement that related budget to the "raising of ' a library • s grade" on 
the Staff and' Collections Ebrmulas. 

Two weaknesses in the final questionnaire were' found after the 
survey was completed. Question Q asked for the number of librarians on 
the staff m Full Time Equivalents (FTE) using the Standards' definition 
of "librarian" as one who possesses "a graduate degree from an ALA 
accredited program." ^Question R asked for the number of "librarians" 
m FTE using the library's ovm local definition of "librarian" if 
different from that of the Standards, it was thought thaf libraries 
with librarians from unaccredited programs or libraries with librarians 
without the graduate .degree would report this information here. Thus 
a library with three librarians according to the Standard definiti^h" 
and two librarians with unaccredited degrees was expected ^ repdrt 
Question 0:^3 and R=5. m some cases, however, the report came Instead 
as Q=3^d R=2 thus making some of thia informatio;: somewhat difficult 
to interpret, in the case of student^assistants (Question T) many 
librarians did not know how .nany student assistants they have employed 
thus makihg the data spotty. A few respondents expressed difficult/ in 
determining FTE faculty as they did not know whether to include'" 
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administrative personnel (for example: The College President). The 

Standardi\are not clear on this question. ^ 

In the original versions ol the questionnaire, Question V was 

expressed in terms similar to questions A,,B, and C. The pretest ot 

* 

the instrument, however, determined that many librarians would not know 
the number of volumes and volume equivalents that were available in near- 
by libraries and thus might skip the question. In the final form, the 
names of libraries were requested and these were then checked with 
published statistics of the USOE and the American Library Directoiy to 
determine a volume equivalent figure, which was then added to the library* £ 
collection tota\« 

This study avoided questions that'might have*required either 
Judgment or opinion. The questionnaire called only for quantitative 
data. ^ 

/ 

SAMPLING PROCEDURE^ , 

With each member of the total population listed and identified 
by name, many of* the problems usually connected with random sampling 
were conveniently eliminated. The listings of the Carnegie Conkission are 
not random in their make-up but, instead, are highly structured. Recog- 
nizing the possibility thaj| estimates about the total population migirt 
not be as useful as statjlSfents about the parts, (for example: about a 
Comprehensive U^^^sity and College I, Privately financed), portions 
of the structure of the listing were left. intact. 

Th6 total population of 1,172 schools was considered to exist 
• » - • 

as eight strata as listed below: ^ 

Stratum 1: CompJSflBfffive Universitites and Colleges I: Public. 
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* Stratxim 2: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Public. 
Stratxxm 3: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I: Private. 
Stratxim 4: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Private. 
Stratxim 5: Liberal Arts Colleges I: Public* 
Stratxim 6: Liberal Arts Colleges II: Public. 
Stratum 7: Liberal Arts Colleges I: Private. 
Strattim 8: Liberal Arts Colleges II: Private. 

Preliminary work indicated that the variance of several character- 
istics within strata might be fairly unij^rm; thus the major difference 
to contend with in the sampling was the variance in the .umber of potential 
cases in each stratum. It was decided that a sample j size for the study 
of not more than 500 cases would be-vali^ and economically feasible. 
Some of the strata, however, cont^ned very few xHersbevs (the least, 
/Stratum 5, has a population of 2). For this'rea^^a^j^esQ^trata with 
less than 30 cases were covered in their entirety yjhile those with 30 
or more cases were sampled by taking approximately 38 percent of the 
total available. For those strata of 30 or itiore cases a table of random 
ntimbers was applied to the^Camegie listing so as to give each school ^ 
within a strattim an equal chan«e of being' chosen, thui? removing any 
geographical bias that would have been present in a Sequential sample. ^ 
In all, 464 sample points were selected. Table 4,^2 blelow presents the 
ntimber of sample points and the /number and percent of^ returns for each 
stratum. • . ! 

pf the 276 respo^ises some were not usable either because of in- 

\ ^ . ^ ' ' \ 

complete information or because of notice that the school had closed. 

Table 4^3 iaeutifles the nximber of questionnaires that wfei'e .used in the 

final tabula)tiLon of the findings and conclusions. \ '* 
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Table 4.2 






-V 


Tabulation of Cases and Returns 






> 




Received as 


Received - • 




Total ^ Number 


Returns 


Percent of 


as Ijprcent of 


strata 


Population Sampled 


Received 


Population 


Number Sampled 


1 


223 85 


65 


29.2% 


76*5% 


2 


85 , 32* • 


25 


29.4 


78.1 


3 


98 37 


28 


28.6 


75.7 


4 


47 18 


9 


. 19.2 


50.0 


5 


.2 2 


1 


50.0 


50.0 . 


6 


25 25 


18 


72.0 


72.0 


t 


144 55 


34 


33.6 


61.8 


8 


547 210 


96 


. 17.6 


45.7 



Table ,Sximmaiy ; Of the 1,172 institutions that make up the total populatiotx; 
464 questionnaires were sent and 276 were received for an overall return 
rate of 59.48%. 



Table 4.3 



Tabulation of Returns 



Used "US a 



Used as a 



• 

strata 


Total 
Population 


Number 
Sampled 


Returns 
Used 


Percent of 
Population 


Percent of 
Number Sampl^ed 


1 

/2 
3 
4 


223 
85 
98 
47 


85 
32 
37 
18 


61 

;24 

28 
8 ' 


27.4% 
28.2 
28.6 
17.0 


71.8% . . 
75.0 

75.7 * 
44.4 


5 

6 
7 
8 


2 
25 
144 . 
^ 547 * 


2 
25 
55 
210 


1 ■ 
1'6 
33 
83 


50.0 
64.0 
. 22.9 
15.2 


50. a 
64.0 
60.0 
39.5 



Table Summary ; Of the 1,172 institutions that make up the total population; 
464 questionnaires were sent and 254 of the 276 returns used for an overall 



use r^te of 54.7%. 



Of the 22 questionnaires that were not used, Unrepresented schools 
that had closed or merged, since 1973. Ten of these were found i in <|| yp atum 8 



which indicates thal^^for the total population of Liberal Arts Colleges 
II, Private about 26 (5 percent) closed in the last two years. 

The cutoff date fot\the acceptance of questionnaires was estab- 
lished as June 1, iSXSXThe data were then edited, keypunched using 
two IBM cards per institution, and verified by using a computer listing. 
During the editing phase, figures for question V: Neig^oring Libraries, 
were added .to the responses. The computer development of the scores, 
the grouping of grades, and the impact of various formula sub-elements are 
reported in Chapter 5: Findings. 

STATISTICS AND TESTS 

The reliability of the sample needed to be determined^ so that 
librarians could place some, level of confidence in the findings reported 
in the study. Unlike many samples which are done to estimate an unknown 
total population, this study had the advantage of knowing the entire 
Siembership of the population (The Carnegie Classification document) . 
In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee's working papers had developed 
information, in the form of means and standard deviations, about the 
size of the book collections in volumes, for various combinations of 
, the strata. As this information described both the average and the 

variability oi the population in relevant terms (it^ms^in the collections) 
* and since it had been done by determining not a sample, but by using 
the actual fi^es for the population totals (as reported by the^uSOE 
for Fall, 1971) it was decidec^to match the reports ot the Ad Hoc 
.Committee with a report that would have ^een generated if only the 
sample returns Tji«ed had been available. The basic descriptive table • 
developed by the Committee is reproduced below as Table 4.4, 

■J. 
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Table 4.4 



Tentative Groups of Comprehensive Universities and Colleges t & II 
Based on Enrollment: Mean Library Size and Standard Deviation 
In Volumes for Comprehensive Universities^and Colleges 
And for Liberal Arts Colleges 



Mean Library Size Standard ^ 

Enrollment In Volumes Deviation 

I 20,000+ 472,000 258,000 



< o 

H O 

0 H 

U H 

O O 



I^ 001-20, 000 \334,000 73,000 



T3 I 10,001-15,000 277,000 * .93,000 

u ' 

© 

^ g I 5,501-10,000 220,000 89,000 

d M 

> o 

© I 2,001-5,500 138,000 79,000 

> o 

o si 

A OS 

2 II 10,000+ 195,000 - 48,000 

ou 

B . . 

5 II 5,501-10,000 . 132,000 * 52,000 

II ,1,000-5,500' 104,000 58,000. 



^ « - . - 

m I All- 169,000 • 104,000 



II All •• 66,000 , 35,000 



4 



48 



9 
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Tables 4.5A and 4. SB determine the same information as Table 4.4 but 

through the use of the sample instead of the populajj^eti total • In all 

cases Qxcept four^ the information produced by the sample reflects the 

total populatibn with a significance level of .05. These four cases 

represent le^s than 3 percent of the total number of libraries. 

As the population variability was known^ the a significance 

level for the sample .validity of each strattun could be computed by the 

use of 'the T/^Z, and chi-squared tests. For the means, the hypothesis 

to be tested for the verification oi the sample 'was the null hypo^esis 

that there is no significant 'difference between the knoWli mean o^ .the 

population for this information and the mean produced by the sample 

for the same information, 

(1) Null Hypothesis: ^t^^ of population equals mean of sample 
against Alternative \ypothesis Mean of the population is 
not equal to the meai^f th^ sample, 

Hq*. u=y against Ha uj^y 

For the variance 9 the hypothesis to/lSe tested was the null hypothesis 

that there is no ^i^^if^cant difference between the known variance of 

the population for this information and the variance* produced by the,, 

sample tor the sam^ information, s 

(2^ Null Hypothesis: ^Variance of population equal^s va^^ance of 
samqjie against Alternative Hypothesis: Variadjce of population 
is not equal ,to the variance of the sample,^ 

\ ' 

Eq\ <r^=s^ against Ha C^^s^ 

n 

The specific Z test used w^s that-^expressed by the. formula: 



(3) Z equals^ sample mean minus pcfpiii at^ion mean 

« population srtandar^d deviation divixled by sample size : 



cr/n 
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The specific chi-square formula used was that expressed by the formula: 

(4) The chi-square density function witfr parameter n-1 is 
approximately equal to 

i 

. ( sample size minus 1 ) squared,; V 
pfopulation standard deviation ' 

or 

As' is noted in Tables 4.5A and 4.5B the sample, at least for 
the number of volumes in the individual library, very closely approximates 
the known facts for the total population. For this reason it is suggested 
that the sample as presented is a valid and reliable indicator of the tot^l 
population of each stratum. The specific values used to compute thls^'^ 

41 

confidence level - are reported in Appendix D. 

Table 4.5A < 

Mean Library Size, of the Total Population as Portrayed 
By the Sample U^iSng Grou^ngs of Strata as Developed 
By the Ad Hoc Committee Working Papers 



Total Population Sample Mean Significance 
Group Enrollment Mean Library Size Library Size Levigl of Sample 

CUCTTL 10,001-15,000 >-SW,q(» 323,556 .05 



cue I 5,501-10,000 / 226,000 226,142 ^ .05 

^ ( / y • ^ . 

cue k 2,001-5,500- \ 138,00^ 148,940 .05 

cue II 1,000-5,500 p 104000 ^ 94,561. " \) 

LAC I ^All^^ . 169,000 152,242^ .0^ 

LAC 11 \ AWL 66,000 67,010 ^05 



0 
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Table 4.5B 

Standard Deviation of Library Size of the Total Population 
As Portrayed by phe Sample Using Groupings of Strata as , 
Developed by the Ac| Hoc Committee Working Papers 



- 

Group 
CTJC I 


* 

Enrollment 


Total 
Population S.D. 
ol Library Size 


Sample S.D. 
ot Library Size 


t 

Significance 
Level of . 
Sample 


10,001-15,000 


93,000 


72,613 


.05 


cue I 


5,501-10,000 


89,000 


87,013 . 


.05 


cue 1' 


• 


79 000 


64,658 


.05 


cue II 


1,000-5,500 
» 


58,000 






LAC I 
LAC II 


All^ 
All 


104,000 
. ' • 35,000 

9 


93,004 
" 30,509 


.05 
.05 










V - 






^ SUMMARY 


A 





' Tills Chapter ha^ described the procedures used to design the 
study and has evaluated the Validity of that design. Chaptei^^S^alyzes 
the information collected by. the survey. The specific methodologie^^ and 
statistical tests used to evaluate the collected data are desbrlbed in 

\ 



that ChapteK 

V, 
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Chapter 5 
FINDJ 
tNTRODicTION 



1 



The findings of tjxls study of the ACRL Nqw Standards for 
liege Libraries^^are based entirely on the 254 returns received from 



the national survey conducted during the Spring of 1975 as ^described 
in Chapter 4. Jhe study has three primary objectives:* IJ^, to gather 
and present descriptive data about Itbrqry staffs and collections which 
are representative of Irae entire population.^f libraries on the Carnegie 
List in pie categoisies of Liberal Arts Colleges and Comprehensive 
Universities and Colleges; 2) to use tMs descriptive data to apply the 
Standards, a& currently written, to these representative libraries so 
as to observe the grades that these libraries will receive from "thi^ ^ 
Standards; and 3) to observe the effects that major sub-elements of 
the Formulas have upon the grades and scores of these libraries. 

The presentation of the findings is^or^nized into three sections 
correspondihg to the three objectives.. First, the raw, ungr>ided, des- 
criptive information is presented. Next, this infomation is usfed to 

- 4 

determine individual library scores and grades. In this second section 
thtf numbers of libraries that attain each grader ai?e presented. In the 

ation of this Chapter changes arfe made Ki the Formulas so that 
ibutions of the major sub-elements in the Formulas to the over- 
sail library grade may be identified. In each section the pabular data 
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Which summarizes conditions by groups and formulas is followed by a 
narrative description , of the major implications of the^e tables. 

Tabulation of the data indicates that the following findings 
arX probable i^f the New Standards are used. 

9 

FIRST SECTION; OBJECTIVE ONE 

Objective One: To present a current, accurate, quantified description of 
the collections and staffs in college libraries on the Carnegie List using 
the counting rules and definitions of the New ACRL Standards. 

An examination of the raw, quantified collection and staff in- 
formation is of some utility if the libraries that arc described are 

• ' ^ -I 

rouped by strata. The statistical variance inherent ^thin sufch figures 

for the population as a whole is so great, however, that discussion of 
the whole for this ungraded data is, in most cases, meaningless. Tables 
5.1 and 5.2 present the. salient information jfpr each of the e\|^ strata. 
.In- these Tables "volume'," ^^wrume equivalent" and all other measures take 
on $he definitions proposed by the Standards. For example, to arrive at ^ 
the sizes of the collections, total bound volumes pltj(s^^t^ number Jf micro- 
film reels are added to two-tenths of the number of other mf^forbs. 

A summatioii of Table 5.1 by strata would begin to describe 
collections and collection bullding^ctivities while, perhaps somewhat 
obtusely, reflecting, the size, goaVfe, and educational philcL>phies of 
..the various strata, major implication of Tables 5.1,4.2, and, ir- 

deed, of this entire first section. is that this raw .data cannot be useV~ 
to effectively jjompare libraries either withifci a str4Avor between 
different strata. A look at StrafOt^ 7 (Liberal Arts C^:iLs I : Private) , 
for example, shows that the average number of volumes in the collections 
of these schools is 174,750 Jut that the spread of cases away from this 
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measure of central ^ndency is so gpSlft (standard deviation equals 

— • 

^x'"^^^3,782 volumes) tjjat the mean ..Q^not be^ employed as an estimate ot the 
^ condition of the entire grpxt^T^Th±B strata adds, before withdrawals, an 
average of 4.9 pirpeilt of its collection every year* This is close to 
the five per^erif mtiximal figxjxe suggested by the Standards Committee* 

Again, however,, the variance (standard deviation equals 4*2 percent) is 

1 

large. On the average it will take schools in this class not now at 
grade A, 14.4 years to reach a collection score of 100 percent if all 
conditions remain relatively stable. No school in this group however^ 
t will take more than 15 years to reach a grade of A oh collections. These 
libraries accrue an average of 4.3 percent of the total institutional 
operating budget. In this case Stratum 7 is quite cohesive with the 
st^dard deviation for this figure being but 0.9 percent.- 

The wide range of cases away from the average figxires within a 
single stratum, however, illustrates the need fdr some soirt of library 
evaluation system if libraries are to be compared. To say that one 
^ library has 200, odOr^volume^s^ while another has 400,000 is not to 45ay 

that the second is twice as effective as^^the^ first even if only quanti- 
tative data are being considered. 

A comparison of one stratum with the others using this tjrpe of 
figtires would be even more misleading than accepting the average ,as 
representing the majority of cases within a stratum. This mistake would 
come from the fact that these figures do not take into account the size 
or purpose of the institutions. , It would appear, for example, that 
Stratum 8 (Liberal Arts Colleges! II: Private) schools are better funded 
than are libraries in Stratum 7. They do receive an average of 5.9 per^ 
cent of the institutional budget and do add on the average 5.5 percent of 
th0 collection each year* The more appropriate point is: a percent of 



5S 



what base? FoV, both collections and total budget the base. totals are 
smaller In Stratum 8 than they are in Stratum 7; hence the Stratum 8. ' 
percentages are likely to be the larger. 

One of the purposes ol the Standards is to adjust so as to pei- 
mit such comparisons either within or between strata, Bow well those 
correction factors operate will he discussed below under Objectives Two 
and Three. Here the important implication is that the raw data for these 
schools, although interesting, cannot be used to describe a norm nor to 
compare schools. This seems to legitimize the assumption that Standards 
are necessary if schools^re to be compared with quantised data. 

Tabl^ 5.2, the compilation of figures by strata for staff, alsd 
begins to illustrate^l^h^^f f erences among various types of institutions. 
In every case local definitions of "librarian" increased ,the number of 
persons in such roles. In Stratum 1 (CoJtiprehensive Universities and 
Colleges: I: Public) the greatest use of the local definition of librarian 
comes from the combination of audio-visual centers with libraries, while 
In the smaller institutions indicatdons are that persons from unaccredited 
library schools or persons without Masters of Library Science degrees are 
recognized by th^ title^librarian." There is remarkable similarity of 
staff composition among strata. The percentage of staff that represents 
librarians (using the Standards definition) holds quite close to 25 percent 
of the total staff ♦ in almost all cases student assistants, in full-time- 
equivalents make up a sizable portion of the total library stiff. In a 
few instances student assistants comprise the entire supporting staff. 

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS FOR OBJECTIVE ONE 

1) Raw, imgraded, or otherwise unevaluated statistical information 
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Cf s As 



about library collections and staffs /Is nof an effective tool for th^ 
comparison of libraries even thou^n the schools may be grouped homo- 
geneously. 

2) Within homogeneoj/s groups of schools the following trends 
about library collection^ and staffs are evident: 

a) Schools in Stratum 7 have more volumes than would be 
expected given thjear 3ize while schools in Stratum 8 have fewer volumes 
than would be X^pected. 

b) Within fifteen years (the projected life of the Standards) 
most schools will probably be at Grade A for Collections. 

c) Many libraries (mofe.than one-third) use a definition of^ 
"librarian" that is different from that of the Standards. * 

d) As an average the schools meet or surpass the 5 percent 
guideline figured for a gross additions rate. 

e) The schools closely approximate the 25-35 percent guide- 
ire for librarians as a percent of the total staff. 




line 



f > The libraries fall short of the 6 percent guideline 



figure for the portion o-f the total budget allocated for library supports. 

3) Although the^e "trends" of point two above are in evidence, 
the use of "average" figures developed from raw data are apt to 6e mis- 
leading because of the wide variation contained even within homogeneous 
groups. • ' 

^4) A set of Standards that takes into account the factors (hat 
contribute to thJb inherent variations of even supposedly homogeneously 
grouped schools \Iu*e necessary if one is to attempt to compare libraries' 
through a measureMnt of quantified inputs. 
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While Tables 5.1 and 5.2, do give a picture of the current si.tua- 
tlon in college libraries, it is impossible to use the data to legltisrately 
compare one library witl\ another. The Standards, with their size, users , 
and program correction factors, should remove some of the inequities 
thus allow for more relevant comparisons, \Section Two below will explore 
the projected totals for thM^same schools using the percentages and 



grades as assigned by the sjt^dards. 



SECOND SECTION; OBJECTIVE TWO 



Objective Two: To predict the distribution of percentage scores and letter 
grades that may be expected to be received by various types of institutions 
on the Formulas for Collections and Staffing. 

A computer program was written which determined the scores for 
the two Formulas. This program: 1) figured the score and 

letter grade on both Formulas for each library responding to the qiies- 
tionnaire; 2) presented the letter grades in summary form by ForAula 
and stratum; and 3) computed the mean and standard deviation for the 
percentage score for each Formula by stratum. This information is 
summarized in Tables 5.3 (Collections) and Table 5.4 (St^f) below. 
The basic logic and a complete description of the computer program is 
outlined in Appendix E. 

While this Idformation does permit analysis of the grades re- 
ceived by stratum^ It does not allow for a discussion of the grades 
received for the population as a whole. The basic problem here is th^t 

4 

during the indepen^^n^ sampling of each of the eight strata some groups 
becaitfe either over or under represented depending upon their survey 
response rates. To eliminate this problem the output from Tables 5.3 
and 5.4 was reproduced in machine readable form and was nsed as input 
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for a second analysis program. Using the Statistical Package for'the* 
Social Sciences (SPSS)^ a strata weighting procedure wa§ developed for 
this second analysis so that the returns from the questionnaire' could 
be made to represent the population as it is known to exist as a whole. 
In addition, the scores were re-coded into a binomial expression of 
success and failure so that the working hypotheses discussed aboVe <see 
page 26 ) could be" tested. In light of the basis hypothesis of this 
study, a grade of A or B was coded as " succe^^*g>^^hiirr*grade of C or 
lower represented "failure." The weighted summary with descriptive 

statistics for both Formulas is' presented al Table 5 5 

*' \ * * ^ * 

The re-coded (success and failure) weighted summary notes that 

g i 

on Formula A (Collections) all schools together with proper weights assigned 
achieved success (at least a grade of B) 56 percejj^t of the time with the 
following descriptive statistics. Coding an A or B as success (equal to 
1) and a C D, A^r'E as failure (as equal to 2)," the mean was 1.44; the 
mode was 1; and jjfie standaird deviation using an n-1 weighting factor 
was .497. For Formula B (Staff) all schools together with proper weights 
assigned achieved a failure rate (that is a grade of C, D, op/'EroI^2.5 ' 
percent with the following descriptive statistics. * Uping the same coding 
as for Formula A above, the mean was 1.725; the mode was 2; and the stan- 
dard deviation was .447. ^ • . 

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FINDINGS FOR OBJECTIVE T1V0 

Briefly stated, the major implication of this entire section' 
and of T-ables 5.3 through 5.6 is that tbe grades received by the spools 
in the sample tend to substantiate the study hypotheses and reject the 

Commi ttee hypotheses.- ^ 
-■ • . « # 



63 



55 



Table 5.5 

Weighted Siimmary with Descriptive Statistics for Formulas A and B 



( Scope of Table t Using the weighted figures as described,^ inthe text, this 
Table presents information descriptive of the popuXatign as a whole. Coding 



A=l, B=2, Cs=3, D=4, and E=^, the Table presents the number of libraries for 
the population as a whole that will receive each letter gj^de for each 
Formula^ In addition, descriptive statistics describe the^^stribdtion of 
these grades around a central point.)' 



Number of Libraries. 
BCD 



Formula A. The Collections 

Absolute Frequency 
Relative Frequency (%) 
Cumulative Frequency (%) 



110 

33.5 

33.5 



Mean equals 2.459 
Mode equals 1 

Standard deviation equals 1.345 



74 
22.5 
56.0 




Formula B. The Staff 

Absolute Frequency 
Relative Frequency (%) 
Cumulative Frequency (%) 



30 

9.1 

9.1 



Mean equals 3.242 

mOde equals "3 % 

Standard deviation equals' 1.233 



60 106 63 68 
18.3 32.4 19.3 20.8 
27.5 59.9 79.2 100.0 



As th^ information presented above \s based on* a random sampl^^ 
Qonfidence intervals need to be developed for.rHg Formula A S^^^rcent 
figfure and fpr the Formula B 27.5 percent success flfcgure. Using the 
following formula a confidence coefficient of .95 can be constructed for 
the information provided by the weighted, re-coded sample. For Formula A 
this interval will be as follows: 



• 56 

1.441(1.96) (.497)/f327 
' 1.44i .054 

confidence interval of the mean of 1.386 to 1.494. ^ 

This corresponds to a success percentage interval of approximately 

51 percent to 61 percent. This information permits a more correct restate 

ment of the first study working hsrpothesis as follows: 

1) Ninety-five times^ out of a hiindred 56 percent or minus 5 per- 
cent of the academic libraries which fall under the scope of these Stan- 
dards will meet or surpass (that is, obtain an A or B rating)' on the Stan- 
dard on Collectidns (Stai^dard number 2). 

For Formula B, using the same formula for the confidence interval, 

it can be determined that this interval which encloses the success rate / 

is approximately 22 percent to 32 percent. Again this information permits 

a more correct restatement of the second working hypothesis as 

follows : 

2) Ninety-five times out of a hundred 27.5' percent plus or minus^ 
S^ercent of the academic libraries which fall under the scope oJL-ibe^e 
Srftidards will meet or surpass (that is, obtain, A or*^B rating^ on the * 
Standard on Staff (Standard' number ,4). \ 

In the second case the information does not 'cause rejection of 

the working hypothesis of this study as written while at the ^ame time 



it does better define the limits of its usefulness. Bath confidence in 
tervals substantiate the trend of the study's hypotheses ^hile causing 
a rejection of the Ad Hoc Committee* s hypotheses. The percentage of 
success and failure for each i;ormuLa by^ strata is presented belov in . 
Table 6.&* 

jr 

The information provided in response to this second objective 
permits a more precise definition of the two working hypotheses th^t have 
guided this study. Objective Three will lookVt elements w|^'fv-the 
Formulas to determine what effect varipus sub-elements of the grading 
have oh the overall scores. 
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Table 5.6 

Success Rates for Formulas A and B By Strata Based on 
Re-Coded, Weighted Data V 



( Scope of Table ; This Table was developed by a Z or t test depending 
upon sample size. It presents "success percents"'or the percent of a 
atratum that received a grade of A or B on each of the two Formulas. 
The Confidence Intervals (C.I.) were developed for each stratim based 
on the same formula and procedure as described In the text for the 
'pot)ulation as a urtiole.). 



Strata 
1 
2. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



Fomula A 
%*Sucp6ssU^ C.I. 



Formula B 
% Success C.I. 



\ 



60.7% 
37.5 
64.3 
75!o 



48.3— 73.1% 
16.6—58.4 

45.4— 83.2 
36.3—100.0 



11.5% 
20.8 
35.7 
100.0 




Only one case precludes 'information for 'this stratum 
^ 50.0 19.5—80.5 31.3 5.7—56.7 

. 81.8 68.4—91.6 42.\ , 18.6—52.8 

47.0 , 36,2—57.8 ' 31.3 \ 21.2—41.4 



THIRD SECTION; OBJECTIVE THREE 

V 

Objective Three: To identify the effects of major sub-elements in the 
Formulas on Collections and Staffing so as to analyze the degree of 
appropriateness of the construction of the Formulas. To determine if 
any significant correlation exists between the scores an^ grades on 
Formula A and Formula B. 

SeveraX modifications were made to the original counting rules 

to isolate the effects of the Foi%iulas' sub-elements so as to describe 

the! r^ Individual impact on the overall Formulas* scores and grades. * The 

actual method used to make these changes is described in Appendix E. 

After each change, the information obtained from the^original questionnai 



6G 



was run through the modified program* The principal chsmges that w^re 
made are the following: . ^ 

1) elimination of the effects of neighboring libraries. 



/ 

VJ 



2) elimination of the effects of microforms. 

3) elimination of both, neighboring libraries and microforms. 

4) . decrease of student* FTELby ten percent. 

■ \. 

5) decrease of materials acquisition by thirtjr percent. 



1 



6) decrease of materials acquisition by ninety percent. 

The output f rom\ these six modifications produced serveral important 

. \ ■ 

finding? that developed a i^umber of the^ recommendations of Chapter 6. 
These outcomes are summarized by Tstbles 5.7 and 5.8 and are discussed 
in narrative form below. 

Certain sub-element^^"o?^he Formulas affect 'some strata more than 
others. An example is the impact of the loss of microforms and, to a 

■ •• / - • ,- 

lesser ^gree, the loss of the support of neighboring librjM;;^es upon the ^ 




Collections of Stratum 1. With both of these factors-,4;e^ved\ the^rcent 

of A grades on the Collection Standard drops from 34.4 percent to ^t^Syper^ 

cent . Compare this with the effect on the libraries in Stratum 7. Here 

the percent With grade of A on the Collection Standard decreases but only 

a total of 9^.1 percent (from 63. 6 ^percent to 54.5 percent). The implica- 
* ' ■ \^ 

tion of this finding is that the newer, more recently funded public suppo 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I (Stratum 1) have purchased hetoily 
in the microform market while the older, well establishedji^vate Liberal 
Arts Colleges I (Stratum 7)vhave not done so. ^lnaddition,vthese newer 
Colleges of Stratum 1 have tried to, use cooperative arrangements to their 
advantage more than the group of Stratum 7. A glank^e^at Stratum 8 how- 
ever, illustrates the dependence of the Collections, of\the second group 



6? \ 



Table 5.7 



Percent of "Success" and "failure" 'on Collection and 
Staff Fomulas un<Jer Various Conditions for the 

Entire, Weighted Population ^ 

^ ^ \ . ^ ~ ' ) 

( Scope of Table t This Table sumiiarizes the effects of the basic modif i- 
cations to the major Formula sub-elements. From €his Table one *an 
detemine the amount sub-elements contribute to the overall Collection 
and Staff grade. As in. other Tables, grades ^have been re-coded into 
success and failure. The percents that are expressed are for the 
population as a whole after proper weighting has taken place.) 



Success 
Percent- 



Failure 
Percent 



guccess Percen^ 
Change from Standards 
as Written 




FORMULA A (Collections) 
Standards as written 



Cat Student FTE by, 
0% 



Cut acquisitions 

No microforms co: 

No neighbor libraries 
counted 




No microforms and n 
neighbors counted 



B (Staff) 

Staildards as written 

C^t acquisitions by 
90% 




up 1.2% 
no change 
down 8.0 

down' 12.0 

down 22.0 



up 11.9 



Cut student FTS . 4l 

by 10% ' ' . 31.6 f8:»4 

Cut acquisitions 

by^aO% 31.3 ' 68.7 

microforms counted 29.5 70.5 

No neighbors counted 27.5 72. ? 



up 4.1 

Up 3.8 
up 2.0 

no change 



/ 
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of private liberal arts colleges on neighboring libraries • (Collection 
A grades decrease from 25,3 percent to 12,T) percen|;). It may be that a 
lack of funds in r^ent years has forced these colleges to find other 
means to sxxpport their programs* While it is difficult to measure the 
relevancy of either microforms or the collections of nei^^oring libraries, 
a check of individual cases shows that every library that reported support 
from a neighboring library automatically, received a grade of A on its 
Collection evaluation. The implication is that "neighboring libi'aries" 
are an extremely important part o^j^he Collection Formula, Axapter 6 
irill conclude thatii^his sub-element needs to be carefully exan^ined and 
re-written before it may be permitted to influence the library Collection 
evaluation effectively. ^ 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE THREE 




An examination of the distribution of le1;t^r grades highlights 
a summary of the major ways that individual strata may be fleeted by 
these Formula sub-eiements. These findings and jbhair^ implications 
outlined below: 

Stratum 1: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I: Public . 
The Collection Formula grade for this gi^oup is greatly affected 
by the presence of the resources of cooperating libraries a^ by-'^he 
inclusion of microforms.' This suggests that these libraries depend 
heavily on less traditional way^ pf meeting a patron's informational 
needs. The staff grades are little affected by a cut In acquisitions, 
or by a decrease in student FTE, factors which were seemingly designed 
to be reflected by tfie counting rules ior both Formulas. T^ese libraries 
reported the most dissatisfaction with the exclusion of^nonrprint ^ 

» * . .. .. 
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materials noting that large portions of their collections and staff 
were excluded from evaluation and thtis credit on the Standards. 

Stratum 2. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II; Public . 

As with Stratum 1, the loss of neighboring libraries groups the 
grades on Formula A closer to a central tendency. In this strattnn this 
Is evidenced by a decrease in the percentage scorie mean from 136.73 per- 
cent to 73.23 percent and by a decrease In this percentage score's 
standard deviation from 282.46 to 30.85. (Table 5.8).- A loss of micro- 
forms has the effect of reducing the mean percentage score on Formula A 
while continuing a wide variance. This suggests the acceptance of micrd- 
forms by this group is not as universal as it is in Stratum 1. Loss of 
both neighboring library support and microforms resiats i*n a very low 
gradd on Formula A for this grouping. The staffing grades are affected 
by a slight decrease in numbers of students while the decrease of 
materials acquisition raisfes grades considerably. This implies that 
the^e correction factors are more effective for this grouping than they 
were for Stratimi'l. ^ " 

Stratum 3r Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I; Private . 
On Formula A these schools are affected by the loss of neigh- 
bors,^ but not as dramatically as in the. previous two cases. The same 
is true for the loss of microforms. Staffing, scores were Raised by the 
loss of students, but the cut in the acquisitions rate has lesa effect 
on the staffing scores of these institutions than it has had on previous 
groups. 

Stratum 4. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Private . 
Stratum 5. Liberal kvts Colleges I: Public . 

These two groupings have too few cases pex strata to permit a 
discussion of trends. v 



\ 



• 63 

Stratum 6. Liberal Ai^ts Colleges li; Public , 
On Formula ^ these schools are less affected by the support of 
neighboring librarie^and the counting of microforms than were the 
previous cases. Thel^r staffing scores fluctuate greatly w^th small^ 
enrollment changes and with decreases ^n acquisitions .r6^tes, 
4 Stratina 7<;^ Jiiberal Arts Colleges i; Private ^ 

These older, well funded private institutions are little , 
affected by the loss of the sypport of neighboring libraries or by the 
loss of microforms. While their staff scores tend to increase with a ' 
small student full-time-equivalent decrease, they are little affected 
by a massive cut in. the rate of vacquisitions, 

y 

stratum 8, Liberal Arts Colleges II; Private , ' » 

These libraries, especially the higher scoring ones, are affected 
o|i Formula A by a" loss of the support of neighboring libraries, but they 
are little affected by a, loss 'of mi<:rpforms. Their staffing scores 

, i 

have little relationship to student enrollment and acquisitions rates, | 

This might be accounted for in part by the fact that in this Stratum ' 

! 

both of these bases tend to be quite small, L 
» ■ In the summary picture, some portions of the Formulas seem t9 
cause more change than other portions. Table 5,7 illustrates the point 
that neighboring, libraries contribute highly to the grade on the ColXectiions 

Standard by moving 12 percent of the libraries from "failure" to "success," 

■ . 

While cooperatiye^use of resources is certainly within the best inte^sts 
of the jpafron, the "neighboring libraryV section in Formula A neetts tq j 
b^more tightly worded so as to include only collections or portions of , 
collections that support the primary missions -of the library that is 
under evaluation. The wording of the Standards, "it is less impotfant \ 
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that a college hold legal title to a large quantity of library materials 
than that it be able to supply them quickly — say within fifteen minutes— 
as by contract with an adjacent institution, • ^It must take cat'e to 
insure that they^ are relevant/* lends credence to the basic hypothesis 
of this paper. « ^ , 

Like neighbors, microforms contribute heavily to the probability 
of success of an individual librazy on the Standard on Collections. The 
pointy again ^is not that these materials are invalid in the college library 
but^ instead that they, like all collection items , need to be evaluated 
strictly in l,ight of their appropriateness to the collection. The main 
difficulty of the Collection Standard is that while the Formul^L appears 
to have an exact "scientific" basis , little is isaid about relevancy, * * 
appropriateness, or qualitative measurement. Interestingly enough, the 
survey has found that only 3.9 percent of the libraries responding to 
the study reported the weeding of aiiy microfilm during the last ^ear 
and fewer (2.3 percent) of the libraries reported the weeding of any 



microform other than microfilm. 



In the case bf the Staff Standard a change iiystudent enrollment 
had, little effect on the grade of an Individual library while, as pre- 
dicted, a drop in materials acquisition did raise the "success" proba- 
bility of a library's staff grade (^up 11.9 percent overall). It , appears 
that in some cases a libr^y that is over a score of A on Collections 
could raise its^ staff score by decreasing its acquisitions rate. If 
tl^Js werqt done by ^ library that relied heavily upon neighbor libraries 
to obtain its A collection grade, the library might even remain within 

the five percent annual growth guideline since this growth is based only 
* 

■r 

upon items owned by. the individual library. This situation characterizes 
a number of institutions in Stratum 8. 
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To summarize I the implications of these findings are that: 
. 1) The most powerful portion of the Collection Standard is the 
effect of neighboring lii>i;^ries; In these libraries the relevancy of 
materials Is difficulty if not impossible^ to measure. 

2) The second most powerful Collection sub-effect Is microfilm; 

a resource .that few libraries weed and one whose relevancy is difficult 

/ 

to measure. 

3) The Staff Standard for most strata is unresponsive to changes 
In numbers of patrons; the Standards have not achieved needed correction 
in this area. « 

4) The connections between the Collections and Staff Standards 
permit a library to improve artificially the score on Staff by cutting 
down the size of Collections. <? 

5) The findings substantiate the basic hypothesis of the study. 

f The 1975 Revised Standards tend to have a leveling effect On 
academic libraries; that is, they bring some libraries up to 
the minimum^ while potentially suppressing the collection and 
staff 'development activities of many libraries. 

A cross-tabulation was run between the grades on Formula A' and 

those for Formula B xmder all conditions (le: for individual strata, 

•for the population as a whole, for the population as a whole re--coded 

Into success and failure])^ to determine whether or not there was any 

significant correlation between the two Formulas. AlthotJgh it might 

seem logical to voice such^ comments as: "a library which scores high'*^ 

on collections will score high on staff" (a well supported library) 

or: "A library which scores high on collection will score low on staffing" 

(they spend everything for books) or othoj^similar comments^ this study failed 

m ftljtiflborrelatlons under any 3:elevant coilcyjt;tons to substantiate any 
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such relationships. An ex^jajJle of the typical type of cross-tabulation 
test performed on re-coded, weighted total population data is reproduced 
below as Table 5,9. One would expect, if the Fonnulas are a valid eval- 
uation instrument, to find some type of correlation between these two 
Formulas, The fact that none exists raises another question as to the 

f 

validity of the Standards' Formulas, 

SUMMARY 

Findings in this Chapter lend support to both the basic and 
working hjrpotheses of this study. It appears from these findings that 
the new Standards will jeopardize legitimate staff and collection de- 
velopment activities of the libraries they evaluate. This study finds 
that the new Standards may hurt libraries and need to be rewritten. 
\ttiile a quantitative measurement of library effectiveness is probaT^ly 
possible, the new Standards will not provide such a measure. The next 
Chapter will detail specific conclusions about the Standards and recom- 
mendations regarding improvement of them. 
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Chapter 6 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



INTRODUCTION . 

J i' 

This paper describes the first extensive evaluation of the ' 
Collections and Staff Formulas which are part of the new ACRL Standards 
for College Libraries. The findings of \he study support the following 
conclusions and recommendations conceming\pecif ic portions of these 
new Standards and they underline the two bask causes of the inadequacy 
of the current Standards afid their. Formulas; amtisteuity and poor design. 
This Chapter recommends ways that these Standards 'mly"be~i5?i^ 

CONCLUSIONS 

Because of ambiguous wording the Standards are difficult to 
apply. Because of incoinplete and poorly designed sub-elements and an 
ineffective grading system, the Formulds are not able to produce an 
evaluation for one library that permits that library to be compared 
correctly with other libraries. The -specific conclusions that follow 

f 

will point out the designi^rrors and ambiguities in the Formulas that ' 
cause these instruments to fail. The recommendations of the second 
section of this Chapter will take, the position that some type of 
quantitaitive evaluation and comparison of libraries is possible and 
that the Standards' Formulas could be effective to the limits of an 
input measurement divice, if certain changes are made. 

69 • . 
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1) Certain wording in the Standards is ambiguous and makes the 
application of the Formulas difficult. 

a) The proper employment of .the "volume equivalent" Is not 

% 

discussed. Formula A describes t^e use of the volume equivalent as follows 

i 

"For purposes of this {Formula A;j calculation microform holdings should be 
included by converting them to volume equivalents." Formula B, however, 
mentions only "volumes" when discussing the proper size of collections 
for staff size calcirlations. Thus, while it is not clear, the language 
of the Formulas tends to support the use of "volume equivalents" for . 
Formul^^ only. Logic, however, dictates the use of "volume equivalents" 
in Formula B if it is to be used in Formula A. If a piece of microform is 
equal tp a part of a volume ^nce it is in the collection, then it should 
bq^included in the acquisitions rate and should be considered for the 
determination of the^number of staff members available for the processing 
and use of- these resources... This study was run using the "volume equiva- 
lent" method in both Formulas. If this is not wh^at^toe Committee in- ' 
tended, then the reader sh^fed refer to the "no microforms" tables when 
analyzing the outcomes of Formula B. ' « 

b) . Certain portions of the Standards depend upon the number 
of full-time-equivalent faculty, but no definition of "faculty" is pre- 
sented. The proper methotj of counting "administrative faculty" such as 
the college president or the college librarian is not described, thus 
making the FTE faculty figure difficult to determine. The lack of 
definition mAkes comparison among libraries subject to individual 
interpretation and consequently comparison ^l^ecomes suspect. 

2) The Formula!s*. letter grade system 6f evaluation is meaning-, 
less.f The description of the Standards as a determinant of the': 
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"requisite resources services,- and facilities for a minimal library 
program" leads to a problem in the interpretation of a grade, if the 
basic concept is to design a Formula which, through the use of a 
threshold score of 100 percent, will identify minimally adequate libraries 
using a quantitative scoring system, then the interpretation of this 
percent should be a division of success (lOO p'Ircent or more) and failure 
(less than 100 percent). Using the present grading apparatus of the ^ ' 
Committee, a score of A can be interprAed~as representing a "minimally 
adequates^ibrary" tut the scores of B, C, and D are meaningless and a 
score of less than D is not allowed for. m this study such a percentage 
score was assigned the letter grade of E. ^ 

3) The Formulas' percentage scores are not distrib^ited as expected 
and are of limited comparison^alue. The range of percentage scores on 
Formula A for the sample is 16 pei-cent to 2,848 percent while on\ormula 

B the range is zero percent to 800 percent. This study has validated 
the fact ,that libraries score higher than the Committfee ev3bdently ex^ 
pected. The average percent scores of libraries in all strata exceeds 
100 percent on the Collections Formula thus limiting the value of the 
Formula: s score as a description of the .adequacy of library resources. 

4) The correction factors for library size, t:^e of patrons, 
library goals, and the homogeneous grouping of libraries, which' are - 
supposedly designed to make the library scores comparable, da. not 

Vf unction correctly. The existence of the great range and variation in 
scores within and among strata and the failure 6fthe "correction factors" 
to affect staff and collection scores equally in al\ strata further 
illustrate the fact that .the Formulas are improperly designed. 
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5) The neighboring library sub-elements skews the collection 
evaluation without adtequate relevancy safeguards. Every time the 
collections of a neighboring library are reported, the collection score 



automatically reaches a grade of A. The Formula commentary suggests 
that only relevant items are to be included in the neighbor's count but 

■ 4 ■ 

no mechanisms are included to make certain that the items in these 
collections are related to the goals of the evaluated library, 

6) The lack of a specific currency or relevancy test for items 
in the collections permits libraries to artificially raise their 
collections* scores by not removing out-dated materials from their 
collections. Data\ collected by the sample suggests that few items, 
regardless of age or usefulness, are removed from the collections. 

9 

By basing the Formulas entirely upon the gross size of the collection, 
the Formulas penalize a library which weeds properly. 

7) The lack of me inclusion of certain demands and resources ^ 
inhibits the Standards frdm an examination or the total library. The 
Standards do not give a complete accotmting of the capabilities, and 
needs of the' evaluated^liirary. 

a) The exclusion of non-print materials has a deleterious 
effect on libraries in certain groupings, especially Stratum 1. This 
is illustrated by the fact that a great pari; of the collfectidns of 
the^glibraries is not counted nor/^valimted by the Standards and by 
the faot that many of the professic^al sta*f^embers (for example; 
media specialists) are excluded by the Staff St,andgird. These , exclusions 
serve to provide ah incorrect picture of the resources,, acquisitions 
rate, processing workloads, and staff available ifi these libraries. 

• ~ * **** ^ * 

# * • 
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b) The exclusion of 'certain classes of valid library users, 
such as alumni, college. ^taff, members, and community users, provides an 
inaccurate^^ac^ounting of the demands placed upon ^ library. These ' 
groups need to be inoljided if they contribute to the mission and/or 
goals of the library as established by the Institution whicKit serves. 

' RECOMMENDATIpNS. ' . 

/ 

The conclusions to this work\Supported the^^udy's basic 

hypothesis idiich .states-^'in eifept^that the Standards asji^itten will 

^. ' — — \^ 

hdlR defeat library programs because they tend to^orce all libraries 

to the same level ol mediocrity. This is well summed up by the Committee 

^embers who statf that minimum adequacy equals a grade of A! The rec- 

oimeBdatlons which follow take the tack that some sort of quantitative 

neasure needs to be a part of the evaluation of a library if it is to be * 

compared, to other' libraries, it is recognized that a realistic qu^tita- 

tive measurement of 'program outputs expressed in terms of patron needs . 

would be more effective. Library research, however, has noJtyet .reached 

a level of sophistication to support the developmen*ib of such a measure 

that wouldlbe accepted by the professionals of J?ke discipline. 

1 ^ ^ /- 

Recommendations f or sl^rt range corrections to the Standards 

1) Remove the ambiguity ffom the wording of the Formulas so that 
they may be applied in a way ^hat permits. comparison among libr.aries. 
The satisfaction of this requirement can be met only with a pretest of 
the Standards after all other suggested modifications have been made. 

2) Change the letter ^rade system to one that recognizes succe^ 
or failure. As long as the Standard;s' Formulas are designed to describe 
"minimum adequacy" all that Is useful is a percent of the Standards' scor^ 
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( * 
and a division of this percent into success (minimally adequate) and ^ 

> failxire (below minimal adequacy). 

\ ' " ■ \ 

V *^ 3) Validate the percentage scale. A validation of 'the Formulas 

requires an independent measure, of minima^/^dequacy. A's in all previous 

uantitative Stajjdards documents, the base figures chosjen have n6 supporting 

rationale. - To* legitimize these Standards the Committee shoul^ choose a 

representative sample of libraries in each stratiim. It should measure ^ 

the. i^roent of minimal adequacy th^[|[|^h a qualitative analysis of the 




sam^e libraries. JJie Committee should then apply the qualitative' ^ 
Standards to the^e libraries and adjust the base figures and formulas 
until the Staitd^d's percent score ^os«^-.aE^oxi^^^;^s the independient 
qualitative measure. If this dtxt be d&ne then librarians will have som^ 
basis of knowing the extent of the validity of the Standards. If this 
pi^cess cannot be accompli sheM, it serves to point up the. questionable 
relationship of quality and cjuantity. ' • ^ \ - ^ 

4) Add a quantified relevancy adjustment. The literaHui'es of 
most fields have different Jxut identifiable , useful' life spans. The 
standards, as written, penalize the library which properly .removes the 
nonreleyant material from its collection. The 1959 Standards recognized 
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that a college .library collection which approached 300,000' volumes had 
reached its optimum size. A more^ useful . approach than an arbitrary * 



i optimum size would be to apply a depreciation factor to the volume , 

h ^ S • ' 

* , equivalent collection size based on the useful lif^of' the mater^l. 

In the first year of ^ the Standards* use the librarian would have to survey 
..his/her colJLectioA by subject to determine the percent of materials in ' 
each discipyine. Next, the* distribution of imprints by age within each • 



r 



suljjefct would need to be determined. This information alone would be 
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i * 

useful for the acquisitions department and for the college's faculty. 
By applying the various literatures' expected half -lives, the percent 

' V / 

of material in the collection that is relevant in the first year could 

• - / 

be determined. The remainder of the nftfcterial represents^ 'noise" in the 
system and should be removed. Using the relevant material as th'e base 
co^leetipn, '^he percent of the Standard's score could be determined as 
described by}the Committee's Forfiulas, In the second year the collection 
would grow not by the q^rent g^oss additions rate but by that rat^ minus 



: g^oss 



the number of vpi^arfes that became^obsolete in that year. With . a large ^ 
collection even a large gross additions rate might result in a decrease 
of relevant materials. As an information system whi^h has obsolete 
material in it is less efficient to operate and use than one which 
contains only relevant materials, a collection score bonus could be 
given ^or the appropriate weeding of the collection, ^kis system would 
need to be more complex than the present system, the score determination 
would require more effort upon the part of the librarian^ and the new 

4 

sys^tem would require an independent verification of validity as discussed^ 

under^^j^JJl/t' 3 above^. This depreciation factor, however, shydd begin lio\ 

provi.de^a more accurate analysis of the potential usefulness of the^ 

collection and a better description of thelLecessary staff size. OT^h" 

an adjustment wouSjl^Tequi^e more exact collection relevancy knowledge 

. •' • * 

and it would thus place more importance on the library's ability to 

purchase current materials., A relevancy adjustment for jieig hbor libraries 

collection with rSl^i^ancy based on need^ of the evjaluat^ library's patron 

needs t would end the sKewing T)roduced |^ this metisure of cooperative 

\ ^ ^ ' = • 

arrangements in the current Formulas. 
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5) Provide a measure for non-print volume equivalents and per-. 

' * *" \ I ' ' - 
nit the inclusion of media specialists' as part of the professional staff,. 

* • ' * 

The Ad Hoc Committee notes tlxat volume equivalents cannot be .designed 
for noa-print items at this time. Until such- ndn-print items can be 
incorporated into the collection measure, the Formulas are useless* 
The simpler part ol this recommendation is to change, the definition ot 
profe^ional staff so as to include media specialists who are on the 
^ same educatipnal and responsibility level as professional librarians. 

6) Provide for the inclusion within the Formulas for the valid 
0 patron groups of a;dmlnistrative faculty, college staff, alumni, and 

community users if their demands fall within the library's basic ^ssion. 
Many resources in many libraries are collected f of- and used solely by 
these groups. The service to^alumnt (especially in private colleges^ . 
■ and, to coinmunity users (especially in public colleges) forms a significant 
portion of the library's service to its parent institution. These de- 
mands need to be incorporated into the* Formulas jus'fc as students and 
faculty have been. 

Red^^naendatlong for further research ' ^ 

iThis study has shown that the immediate n^ed in Standards' ror-- 
search is for the improvement of the new ACRL Standards. This improve- 
meni needs to Include the development of a "relevancjl multiplier a; 
"vdlume equivalent'', for non-priit materials, and a modification and / / 
valjldation of the Wrmulas' of the Standards based upon their correlation 
With the findings ofi^an independent qualitative test of the evaluated 
libraries. This work mu6t be don6 before the Formulas can become an 
accepted^ portion of any new Standards. ' • 
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The longer range primary need is lor the development of quantity 
based Tormulas that are able to match actual and potential outputs ot 
llbral-ips with the needs oi the patrpns oi those libraries. Quantii'ica- • 
tion oi inputs can be employed only aso* stop-gap measure oi library 
performance and potential. Until output performance measurers can be 
produced, no Standards, other than ones which portray potential for 
ninij^ adequacy, are feasible. Minimum adequacy is a poor method of 
measurihg a Standal-d of excellence. ' » 



0 
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The history of college library Standards sug^sts an inevitable 
/tension and vacillation between qualitative and quantitative measurement 
devices. This 1975 set of Standards does not end this question about 
the correct measurement philosophy. = The, lack of effective qualitative 
• cjiecks upon the quantified inputs permits a "basic collection" of the 
new Standards to be composed entirely of microprin'&ed U.S. Depository 
Documents and the ultta-microfi che' Library of American Civilization, 
all housed in a neighboring library. ^ Such a situation is ridiculous 
but is entirely feasible under the new Standards. 

* 

, Tbe original hypothesis of thisy^ study recogi/ized the threat of 

mediocrity 'that^ imposed upon academiq /ibrai-ies by the new Standards. 
■ The large niimber <if schbols score in excess of 100 percent, the 

impact of neighboring libraries and microforms, the lack of credit fbr 
taec^la specialists and non-pr.int materials, "the wide variation in percent 
scor&'S and letter 'gradesV and the lack of an effective, relevancy standard 
.all support thig hypothesis. Th? .substantiation of the trends of the 
woi'king hypotheses and the^ rejection of .the lette/grade 
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distribution projected by the 'Committee supports the ^ar that the new 
will cause a movement toward mediocre libraries. 



tandards 



t is true that^new Standards are needed for College Libraries 

but there first, needs to be a more substantial measure of quality and a 

■ 

determination of the measurement device validity before any new Standards 
caii positively affect' college library activities. The professionals of ' 
the discipline must improve and cbrrect these 1975 Standards before their 
use will do anything but detract from college library, activities. 
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Appendix A (pages 82 through 91) is|pi reprint of material 
that is available through the ERIC System as ED 104 368. 
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RECEIVE'* 94 

^ ^ ■ ^ FEB 12V 

ACRL Ad Hoc Coranittee to Revise the 1959 Standards for Cg^^lg^^Jjbraries 

» * • . 

Working Paper 

POSSIBLE MODEL BASED ON THE CARNEGlt COMMISSION ^GROUPINGS 

by . 
David L. Perkins 

"1. . ■ 

Mr. .Pirie's working paper/ TYPOLO6Y OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 

describes several grouping schemes^ of which the Car^negie Commission 

scheme seems to consider the largest number of factors In defining viable 

groupings of institutions. The Commission uses type 0f program, nuipber 

of programs and size to differentiate the Liberal Arts groups from the 

Comprehensive Universities and^ollege groups. Below the Cor)imission's 

four tyoes of concern to us are listed with the criteria thit define them;' 

the criteria bear repetition because of thei-r comptex-ity. 

COMPREHENSIVE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES I , 

a) Liberal arts program ^ . 



b) Other programs 

c) Masters, degrees usually offered 

d) Limiyted doctoral - programs if any , 

e) two or more pro^ssional or occupational programs 
f.) more than 2,000 ^ollment (1970) 



COMPREHENSIVE UI^VERSITIES AND COLLEGES, 11 
a) Liberal arts program 



) one or more professional or occupational- programs 
c) If- private had more than 1,500 enrolled (.19^0), 
If pu|f 



O ■ "d) If public had more than 1,000 enrolled (1970)-' 
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U. S. Office of Education Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities; 
Data for Individual Institutions yields a mean volume count of 169,00Q..for 
the Liberal Arts I libraries and 66,000 for the Liberal ArtSv^grjoup. 
Hoy^ever, no statistically significant difference in library size was 
found between the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I and II groups. 
Since. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I and II have such a wide 
spread of student enrollment (fr6m a low of 1,000 students to a high of 
over 33,000), it was possible to develop sub-groupings based on student 
enrollment within the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I and II 
classes that do show statistically significant differences in library size; 
these categories are shown in Table I. 

/ . . . -I. ' •' 

Table I shows a clear relationship^ between enrollment and library size in 

volumes f.o^ the sub-categories of Comprehensive Urfiyersities and Colleges 

,/ --^ 

o - , ' 

^ " '' 

^l?«nfl*II. As student enrollment increases within these classes so does 
. library 5ize in volumes. The differences between the sub-categories b4sed 

on enroliment are statistically signific^ant at the .001 confidence level. 

The standard deviations displayed for the ten groups in Table I show 

the* dispersion of library sizes in. volumes around the means of J;he 

• • / ' " ''I' 

various groups. The groups showijig the largest standard deviations a^re 

th^6. Liberal Arts I ^nd the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I 

groups with more than 20,001 enrollment. This result is riot surprising 

considering the goal, emphasis of the Liberal Arts I institutions and the 

large size range (20,001 to 33,632) for the 20^,001 plus Compreiiensive 

Universities and CoUegdf I class. Also clearly demonstrated is the 

difference in library resources betv/een the Liberal Arts I and II classes. 

The goals of. the Liberal Arts I ^lieges emphasize selectivity in accepting 
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applicants ^nd^o'od performance of their graduates In graduate sthools ' 
and this Is reflected by relatively strong if^rar^ resources. A comparison • 
of ttik LtBeraVArts, I list with the Cass and Birnbaum selectivity list 
shows 87% bf the Liberal Arts I Colleges appeared on^the Cass and Birnbavm * 
list, independently confirming the selectivity o-f the Liberal Arts I 'colieges. 

■ ' . TABLE I ' ' , ' ; . * 
TENtATIVE GROUPINGS OF COMPREHENSIVE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES I & II 
BASED ON ENROLLMENT; MEAN\IBRAR"Y SIZE AND STANDARD 'DEVIATION IN VOLUMES 
FOR. COMPI^EHENSIY^ UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES AND FOR LIBERAL ARTS COLLe'gES: 

ENROLLMENT* 



. MEAN LIBRARY SIZE 

IN VOLUMES ' ^ ^ STANDARD DEVIATION 



0) 



, 0) V) 

> <D 
•r- Ol 
C 01 
ID r-»» 

0) O 

> o. 
c c 

0) 

E 

'8 



if) 

. . < 0) 
Ol 



I 


^ 20,001 + 


:'472.oao* , ' 


2^8^000' 




. I 
r' 


15,001t20,000 
10,001-15,000 ' 


334, Opo • 
"^77;, 000 < 


73,000 
93,000 




I 


5,501-10,000 


2^',U00 • 
138,000 


89;ooo 




1 I 


2*001-5,500 

* • 


; 79-,^00 




II 


. lb ,'001+ ^ - 


195, boa. 


48,000 




II 


^,501-10,000^ ' . 


• 132.000, 


52,000 




"~li 


1,000- 5',500,'. • 

y — f 


,. 104,000 


58,000 




' I 


enroll men t'.ranggs from 
' 101 to 6r772*^: ' 


'leg^obK 


* 

'104,000** 


— t 

1 


' II 


enrollment- ranges from 
. ,53 to, 6,730' 
meanf872 


66,000 . 


35,000**' 
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The dat? shown h,ere were derived from the 1971 edition of the U.S. Office 
of Education's Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities; lk^>^Hutiona1 



'•Data* 



** These standard deviations are based on data derived frbm'the 1969 edition 
^.of the work cited above'. They may be slightly low due to the/increase in" 
mean library size in volumes evidenced by the two groups frorfl 1969 to'1971. 




MICROFORM MATERIALS , f • - ' 

The 1959 ALA Standards for College Libraries did not allow for inclusion 
of mtcroform materials in assessing college" library adequacy. The increas"ed 
use and availability of these material's during .the past decade forces us 
to consider an inclusion of mi crofomr materials in any count of library 
"volumes", A recent standards coiflpilation*, (New York' State. The State 
Education Department. Report of the Advisory Committee on Planning for 
the Academic Libraries of New York State, 1973, "Guidelines for Assessing 
the Adequacy of Academic Libraries in New York State," pp. 17-31) counted 

* 4 

microform as "volumes" in the following manner: ^. 

"Volume" rather than "title" is recommended "as the basic 
- * counting "unit of library resources", inasmuch as 'library 
statistical accc^nts are usuaXly^ept in terms of "volumes". 
One ."unit of library resources" /s: / 
a. Ofte ypTum&^7~A^hys1car\uhit of any printed, 

typewritten^ handwritten, mimeographed, or processed 
. ' ,-vpfk containtng^n one binding or .portfolio, hardbound 
or paperbound, which has been cata-loged, classified, 
aind/or made ready for use. 
. b. Ontf reel of- microfilm 

c. Eight mi crocards " ' 

d. ^ Eight sheets of microfiche' 

e. Four sheets of microprint 

A 

f. . One-seventh she'et of ultrafiche 
This approach. allows the inclusion of microform material in a library's 
"volume" count. Its numerous, catego^^ies are perhaps' too specific. for the 
purpose of drawing national standards, and a»ie not consistent with -the 



of microform 
Office of 



U. S. Office of Educatiqn^statistic?^, which counts reels 
but lumps all other microtext materials together. (U.S. 
Education L^rary Statistics of Colleges and Universities; Data for 
Individual Ihstiiutions. 1971) . One way of counting microforms is outlined 

below: • ' 

f • 

"Volume" father than "title" is reconinend§d as the' 
/ basic counting "unit of library resources", inasmuch as 
library statistical accounts are usually kept in terms of 
"volumes". One "unit of library resources" is: 

a. One volume: A physical unit of any printed, 
typewritten, handwritten, mimeographed, or 
processed work containing in one binding or 

^ , . portfolio, hardbound or paperbound, which 
has been cataloged, classified, and/or made 
ready for use. 

b. One reel of microfilm 

c. All other microtext material, 
(five pieces equal one volume) 

Counting microform in a manner consistent with the U.S. Office of 
Education statistics allows use of their figures to determine means 
for classes including microform materials. The divis^ion by five for 

I 

micr&cafds, microfiche, microprint, and ultrafiche is a compjromise 
figure des.igned to approximate the volume values for a collection that 
holds some of each type of microform. 
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Box 551 

( . Sturbrldger Massachusetts 01566 



/ 

/ ' 

/ 



«arch 7^.1975 



toear Colleague: 

I am interested in determining how the newly proposed ACRL 
Standards for College Libreiries will rate your staff and^ yom: collections • 
I feel that the development of the rating formulas in the Standards may 
have been based on out-o^-date or inadequate statistical information. I 
need your help in gathering a few facts about your library. If you have 
not ha4 a chance to see the draft Standaurds, they cire reported in the 
December r 1974, issue of CRL News. 



To show my appreciation for yotir assistance in this project, I will 
analyze your data and provide you with a tabulation showing your library •s 
rating according to the Standcirds and your library's rank when it 
con5)ared to a national sample of schools similar to yours. I hope that 
this will give you immediate useful budget planning information. Prom 
the f igiares which you help me collect I will attempt to accurately predict 
how the new Standards, if accepted, might affect our long range efforts 
in gaining or maintaining adequate and legitimate staff and collection 
development budgets. ^ • 



I have no connection with the Standards Committee. This project will 
benefit my institution and will be submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the. Doctor of Arts degree of the School of Library Science, 
Simmons College. 

I appreciat^ the giving of your time to complete the questiomiaire. 
As the survey is based on a national irandom sample, only a high fate of . 
return will permit me to make sound projections. If you have only estimated 
figures, the information will sljill be useful to me although I would like 
to know which of the figures are estimates. 



I hope that you will be able to return this questionnaire in the 
addressed, postage paid envelope provided before April 2, 1975. 

Sincerely, 



Scott Bruntjen 

I^p9p- * ' Head, Reference Depaartment 

t^*vV , Shippensburg (PA) State College 
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Box 551 
, Sturbridge, MA OI566 



/ 



April T* 1975 



* 



Dear Librarian: 

About a month ago I asked you to help me gjLther some .basic 
descriptive information about your library so that I could project 
the potential impact of the nevly proposed ACRL Standards for College 
Libraries. If our letters have crossed in the mail, I thank you for 
your cooperation. The report that I promised yo^u vill be mailed to you 
as soon as it has been prepared. 

While I still need your input, I do realize thstt for many of us 
this time of year is filled vith budget and staffing activities. ^ If you 
do not have time to vork vith the entire questionnaire, I vill appreciate 
your concentration on items J through V. The U.S. Office of Education 
has offered to supply statistical data for 1971 and 1973 so that I may 
attempt to approximate ansvers about your libraty for the first* nine 
questions. 

^ I have enclosed iai duplicate copy of the questionnaire. I hope 
that you vill be able to return it before April 25, 1975, in the postage 
paid, addressed envelope I provided earlier. 



Sincerely, 




iScott Bnmtjen 

Bead, Reference Department ^ 

Shippensburg (PA) State College 
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• ACRL STANDARDS PROJECTION STUDY 

Please place your response^ on the appropriate blanks on this 
, < sheet. Consider ONLY TOTALS for your own institution. 
(Note: Non-print collections jafe hot' evaluated by the Standards,) 

COLLECTIONS:. . ' 

A. Number of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals iri your collections: A 

B. Number of microfilm REELS: B_ 

-<i. Number of physical PIECES of microform other than microfilm: ' C ^ 

VOLUMES ADDED IN THE LAST YEAR (Please use your own'reporting year): 

D. Number of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals added last year: D 

E. Ntjmber of microfilm REELS added: ,n . E ^ 

P. Ntimber of physical PIECES of microfonn other than microfilm added: * F 

VOLUMES WITHDRAWEN LAST YEAR: 

G. Ntjmber of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals withdrawen last yeeir: G 

NuDttber of microfilm REELS withdrawen i H 

I. Number of physical PIECES of microform other than microfilm withdrawen: I 

USERS: 

J. Total number of faculty members in full time equivalents (PTE) : J 

K. Total niimber of undergraduate students in PTE: K; 

L. Total number of graduate students in PTE: L 

M. tota^l number of undergraduate major and minor fields offered: ^ M , 

N. Total number of Master fields when no higher degree is offered in the field: N 

0. Total number of Sixth yecu: Specialists degree fields offered: 0 

P. Total number of Doctoral degree fields offered: P, 

.STAFF: , , 

Q. Number of librarians on the staff in PTE using the Standards" definition of "librarian" as 

one who possesses "a graduate library degree from an ALA accredited prograim:" q 



/ 0 

R. Number of "librarians" in PTE using your own local definition of "librarian" if different 
from that of the definition of the Stcindards. r 

S. Number of PTE\support staff (Do not include librarians or student assisjtahts) :S 
T. Number of student assistants in PTE: 
SUPPORT: - 

U. Percent of the institution budget spent on library programs excluding capital 

overhead costs: - , 

. OTHER LIBRARIES: . ^ 

V. If there are any libraries with which you have a formal cooperative arrangement and from 

which a user of your library may obtain materials in a short time (15 minutes or less) 

write the name (s) of it (them) here: , 

Please make any comments on any part of the Standards on the reverse and return this 
page to: 

• SCOTT BRUNTJEN 
BOX 551 

Sturbridg^r Massachusetts 01566 




Library Number: 
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Appendix D 



DETERMINATION OF SAMPLE CONFIDENCE LEVELS 



Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3; Enrollment 
of 10,001 to 15,000 . ^ \^ 

population mean 277,000 
sample mean = 323,556 * 
population standard deviation = 93,000 
sample standard deviation = 72,613 
sample size = 9 

for mean T = 1.923 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 8 degrees 
of freedom = plus or minus 2.36S. 



Do not reject null h3rt)othesis (ie: sample mean = population mean) 
2 

For variance X = 4.38 

test statistic for ^.05 level of significance; two tailed test, 8 degrees 
of freedom = reject Hq if larger th^n or equal to 17.53 or smaller than 
or equal to 2.18. 

.Do no-p reject :null. h^ypothesis. (ie: variance of population = variance of 
sample). ' i , / v * 



Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3; Enrollment 
of 51,501 to 10,000 . ~ 

population mean = 220,000 
sample mean = 226,142* 

population standard deviation =: 89,000 . 
sample standard deviation :=^8Z,0L3 

sample size 21 ^ 
for mean Z = .316 

test statistic for .0.^ level of significance; two tailed test, sample 
size of 21 = plus or minus 1.96. 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean) 
2 

For variance X = 19.12 * . ^ 

test statistic for .05 leyel of significance; two ^tailed test, 20 degrees 
of freedom = reject if larger than or equal to 34.17 or .smaller than 
or equal to 9.59. . ^ 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance) 
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Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3; Enrollment 
of 2,001 to 5,500 , ^ 

population mean 138,000 . 

sample mean = 148,940 

population standard deviation = 79,000 

sample standard deviation 64,658 

sample size ^ 50 

for mean' Z = .979 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, sample 
size of 50 = plus or minus 1.96. ^ 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean - population mean) 
2 

For variance X =32.82 



of freedom = reject if larger than or equal to 71.42 or smaller than 




test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 49 degrees 
of freedom = rejec" 
or equal. to 32.36. 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance) 

4 

il- 

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata' 6 and 8; Enrollment 
of 1,000 to 5,500 . 

population mean = 104,000 7 
sample mean = 94,161 

population standard deviation = 58,Q00 

sample standard deviation = 56,733 

sample size = 31 
* 

forTnean Z = -.945 • • i 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test-, sample 
size of 31 =5 plus or minus 1.96. ^ 

Do not reject null hypothesis (iej sample mean population mean) 
For variance = 28.70 ^' 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailecf test, 30 degrees 
of freedom = reject if larger than or equal to 46.98 or smaller than 
or equal to 16.79. 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance) 

Liberal Arts Colleges I; Strata 5 and 7 » * 

population mean = 169,000 ' * 

sample mean = 152,24,2 
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papulation standard deviation =i 104,000 
sample standard deviation = 93,0Q4 

sample size = 33 \ ^ ' 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; tWo tailed test, sample 
size of 33 = plus or minus 1«96, 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean) 
2 

F<jr variance X =25.60 

test statistic for .05 level of significance^ two tailed test, 32 degrees 
of freedom = reject H if larger than or equa^ to 59.34 Or smaller than 
or equal to 24.43. 

Do not reject nulX. hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance) 

\ 

Libe ral Arts Colleges II; Strata 6 and 8 . 

population mean = 66,000 ^ 
sample mean = 67,010 

population standard deviation =,35,000 . - ' 

sample standard deviation = 30,509 
sample size = 101 

test 'statistic for .05 level of significance; 'two tailed test, sample 
size of 101 = plug or minus 1.96. 

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean) 
For variance = 75.98 

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 100 degrees 
of freedom = reject if larger than or equal to 129.56 or smaller than 
or equal to 74.22. ^^^^^^^^ 

Do aot reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance ^ population variance) 
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Appendix E ^ - 

' COMPUTER PROGRAM USED TO SCORE QUESTIONNAIRES 

^ This program, which was developed to scofe and grade the ques- 

tionnaires, was written with the a:ssistance of Dr, William Gould ot the 
Shippensburg State College .Computer Center, The program cpmputes the 
numbers ot staff membe!rs and volumes ^that a library should have according 
to the Standards* Formulas. Next, it compares these figures to the numbers 
actually reported. The comparisons are expressed as percentages of the 
required fibres, "ni^^ program stores these figures and develops a mean 
and standard deviation of the percentage score by stratum for each For- 
• mula. The program tlien compiles the individual percentage figurfes with» 
the percent requirements for each of the five letter grades and Assigns 
the proper grade for each Formula for each library. 

The program prihts'a summary table of the numbers of each letter 
•^v,^^ . grade by stratum with the accompanying percentage scorers mean and stan- 

dard deviation. After tAs summary table, each school is sorted by 
i^trata and identification number. IndiviHval letter grades and percent 
A figures fpr each Formula are then printed for each library. 

In order to permit the analysis of sub-elements in each of tW^''^^^ 
V * Formulas as described in Section Three of Chapter Five, the program was . 
written so that simple modifications could be made to the computational/ 
portions of the program. A copy' of the program is reproduced on the>^ 



following pages. 
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